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PREFACE 


This thirty-third volume in Erasmus’ Opera omnia (ASD) is the third within 
‘ordo’ VI, that is, the ‘ordo’ of the New Testament and the Annotations; the 
Paraphrases belong to ‘ordo’ VII. The division into ‘ordines’ — each ‘ordo’ being 
devoted to a specific literary or thematic category — was laid down by Erasmus 
himself for the posthumous publication of his works (see General introduction, 
ASD I, pp. x, xvii-xviii, and C. Reedijk, Tandem bona causa triumphat. Zur 
Geschichte des Gesamtwerkes des Erasmus von Rotterdam. Vorträge der Aeneas- 
Silvius-Stiftung an der Universitat Basel, XVI, Basel/Stuttgart, 1980, p. 12 sqq., 
21-22). 

The present volume (tom. VI, 3, edited by Andrew J. Brown, London) contains 
the third part of Erasmus’ edition of the Nouum Testamentum (Greek and Latin 
text), to wit Romans-2 Thessalonians. 

The other books of the Nouum Testamentum will be published in ASD VI, 
1 and VI, 4. Tom. VI, 2 (John and Acts, ed. Andrew J. Brown) was published in 
2001. 

ASD VI, 5-10 will comprise the Annotations on the New Testament, of which 
already have been published: tom. VI, 5 (Annot. on Matthew-Luke, ed. PE. Ho- 
vingh, 2000); VI, 6 (Annot. on John and Acts, ed. PE. Hovingh, 2003); VI, 8 
(Annot. on 1~2 Corinthians, ed. M.L. van Poll-van de Lisdonk, 2003). The order 
of publication depends on when the respective volumes are finished. 

With regard to the edition of ‘ordo’ VI the Editorial Board is much indebted 
to Professor H.J. de Jonge (Leiden) for his expert advice. 

The Editorial Board and the editor of the present volume are grateful to all 
libraries that kindly put books, photostats, microfilms, and bibliographical mate- 
rial at their disposal. 


Constantijn Huygens Instituut The Editorial Board 
Postbus 90754 

2509 LT Den Haag 

August 2004 
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manuscript was frequently cited in Erasmus’ Annotations, and seems to have been the main 
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New Testament text: in the 1516 edition, p. 65, these words start a new column of Greek text 
(see the Introduction, p. 5). 


INTRODUCTION 


This volume covers the first nine of the Epistles of Paul, from Erasmus' 
editions of the Greek and Latin New Testament, 1516-1535. A brief account of 
Erasmus' work, with a summary of the approach taken by the present edition, has 
been given in the previous volume (4SD VI, 2), and further introductory material 
will also be found in the first volume of this series (ASD VI, 1). 


The Greek Manuscripts used by Erasmus for his first edition 


Among the Greek manuscripts which were available to Erasmus in Basle from 
1514 onwards, five offered a more or less complete text of the Pauline Epistles. In 
the commonly accepted enumeration of the Greek New Testament minuscules, 
these are now designated as codices 1, 2105, 2815, 2816, and 2817.! The text of 
codex 1 includes every New Testament book apart from the Apocalypse. Codices 
2815 and 2816 contain the Acts and all the Epistles. The remaining two manu- 
scripts, 2105 and 2817, have just the Pauline Epistles, presented in the format of a 
commentary. 

In codex 2105, the New Testament text is broken up into phrases and sen- 
tences, embedded into the commentary of Theophylact (misnamed as “Vulgarius” 
in the 1516-19 editions of Erasmus’ Annotations) in such a manner that it is often 
difficult to find the beginning and end of each scripture citation, despite the use 
of quotation-marks in the margins. In codex 2817, the portions of continuous 
New Testament text are much longer, and written in a larger script, easily dis- 
tinguishable from the accompanying commentary of pseudo-Oecumenius which 
occupies the upper, lower and outer margins (i.e. the Graeca scholia, or Graecanica 
scholia, to which Erasmus’ Annotations frequently refer). 


! The recently introduced numbering of these manuscripts as 2815, 2816 and 2817 (instead of 
the former 2?P, 4*P and 7?) clearly distinguishes them from codices 2°, 4* and 7°, which contain 
only the Gospels, The new numbers have been adopted by Nestle-Aland, Novum Testamentum 
Graece (Stuttgart, 1993: 27th edition) and K. Aland, et al, Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen 
Handschriften des Neuen. Testaments (Berlin and New York, 1994: 2nd edition). 
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These manuscripts are listed below, showing their current library shelf-marks 
(bracketed), together with their approximate date: 


University Library, Basle: 
1. Cod. 1, formerly known as 1@P (A.N. IV. 2) - 12th century. 
2. Cod. 2815, formerly known as 2?P (A.N. IV. 4) - 12th century. 
3. Cod. 2816, formerly known as 4*P (A.N. IV. 5) - 15th century. 
4. Cod. 2817, formerly known as 7? (A.N. III. 11) - 11th century. 


Bodleian Library, Oxford: 
5. Cod. 2105 (Auct. E. 1. 6) - 12th century? 


Apart from codex 2815, which was apparently loaned by the Amerbach fami- 
ly? Erasmus was able to borrow the other four manuscripts from the Dominican 
friars of Basle (including codex 1, which he obtained from Johann Reuchlin, who 
had previously borrowed it from the Dominican library: see ASD VI, 2, p. 6). 
Although codex 2105 is now in Oxford, it belonged to the library of the Basle 
Dominicans during the period when Erasmus was preparing and publishing his 
series of New Testament editions. 


On the grounds that codex 2815 contains various corrections in Erasmus' 
handwriting, as well as frequent jottings added by the typesetters, it has been 
widely believed that this Greek manuscript was used as printer's copy for the whole 
of the Acts and the Epistles. However, on inspection of the manuscript, it can be 
seen that most of the corrections and printer's marks are confined to the book of 
Acts. Although it is possible that many printer's marks could have been cut away 
during the later rebinding of the volume, there is little surviving evidence that 
these marginal notes were originally present, in any significant quantity, in the 
margins of the pages containing the Epistles. In the book of Acts, despite the 
ferocity of the binder, numerous truncated remnants of the printer's markings are 
still visible.* 


? The portion of Ms. Auct. E. 1. 6 which contains Theophylact's commentary on the Pauline 
Epistles was assigned a twelfth-century date by N. G. Wilson, Mediaeval Greek Bookbands 
(Cambridge, Massachusetts, 2 vols., 1973), vol. 1, p. 26. In the opinion of I. Hutter, Corpus 
der byzantinischen Miniaturenhandschriften ... Oxford, Bodleian Library (Stuttgart, 1982), vol. 3, 1, 
pp. 112-15, this part of the manuscript probably belongs to the beginning of the twelfth century. 
See also p. 9, n. 7, below. 


3 Although codex 2815 carries the inscription, Est Amorbacchiorum (f. 11), there seems to be a 
possibility that this manuscript too was formerly a possession of the Dominican library at Basle. 
See A. Vernet, "Les manuscrits grecs de Jean de Raguse (11443)", Basler Zeitschrift für Geschichte 
und Altertumskunde, vol. 61 (1961), p. 84, entry no. xiii. This was also the view of J. Mill and 
F. H. A. Scrivener, though disputed by J. J. Wettstein. 


^ [n the lower margins of codex 2815, there is a crudely chalked signature-letter (in roman script) 
visible on almost every eighth folio, probably intended as guidance to the binder rather than 
the typesetter. These letters are inserted on the same pages as the inked signature-numerals (in 
Greek script), which were already in this manuscript. 
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Further, while Erasmus' 1516 edition of the Greek text of the Pauline Epistles 
agrees with codex 2815 on some unusual readings, it is found that there is also a 
large number of differences. This suggests that the typesetters either did not use 
this manuscript as their sole basis for the text of the Epistles, or that their work 
was afterwards heavily corrected from other sources by the proof-readers or by 
Erasmus himself. To investigate this problem, it has been necessary to make a 
more extensive examination of the text of each of the other manuscripts to which 
Erasmus and his assistants are known to have had access. 


At the outset, it could have been expected that codex 1 would be a promising 
candidate, as a potential source of textual corrections. Its influence on the Eras- 
mian text of the Gospels is well-established, even to the extent that Erasmus 
complained that his proof-readers drew a number of readings from this Greek 
manuscript without his authority. He professed a low opinion of this copy, as he 
suspected it of having a bias in favour of the Vulgate. However, in the Epistles, 
where the text of codex 1 is far less supportive of the Vulgate text, hardly any 
passages can be found where it convincingly agrees with the 1516 edition against 
the other Basle manuscripts. 


Another source which Erasmus was in a position to consult was codex 2816, 
from which he unquestionably derived some important Greek variants for his text 
of the book of Acts. In the Epistles, however, detailed checking of codex 2816 
yields very few passages where it could have provided sole authority for the 1516 
edition. Furthermore, the numerous abbreviations employed by the scribe of this 
manuscript made it unsuitable to serve as printer's copy, as the ambiguities of 
spelling would have been a prolific source of uncertainty and error for any 
typesetter who used it. 


When turning to codex 2105, which contains Theophylact's commentary on 
the Pauline Epistles, it might have been anticipated that this would prove to have 
been a constant point of reference for Erasmus, in establishing his Greek text. 
Since it can be demonstrated that Erasmus made considerable use of Theophylact 
(in codex 817) as a source for correcting the text of the Gospels, it would be natural 
to expect that a similar procedure would apply to the Epistles, especially in view of 
the explicit references to Theophylact in Erasmus’ Annotations. 


Surprisingly, it is found that there are few textual variants where the 1516 
edition of the Greek text agrees exclusively with codex 2105, in opposition to the 
other manuscripts at Basle. One exception is the reading eUAoynrjoovra at Gal. 
3,8. Additionally, in the errata to the 1516 edition, several corrections could have 
been drawn from this manuscript, e.g. 1 Cor. 13,9 yóp (for 5£), though this may 
also have been influenced by the Vulgate. At many points, the text of codex 2105 
displays a closer affinity with the Vulgate than is seen in Erasmus' other Greek 
copies of the Epistles. In 1514-15, he seemed to be more interested in this manu- 
script as a guide to interpretation than as an authority for the wording of the 
Greek text. 
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Finally we come to codex 2817, in which the Pauline Epistles are accompanied 
by a set of Greek scholia (formerly attributed to "Oecumenius", but compiled 
from a variety of patristic and medieval Greek commentators). The fact that 
Erasmus consulted codex 2817 is sufficiently clear from the references to the 
scholia in his Annotations. Details of a number of textual agreements between this 
manuscript and Erasmus' 1516 edition were made available in the apparatus of 
J. J. Wettstein's Novum Testamentum Graecum (Amsterdam, 1751-2), but Wettstein 
accepted the opinion of John Mill that codex 2815 was the main basis for 
Erasmus’ text of the Pauline Epistles. In the nineteenth century, F. H. A. Scrivener 
made additional comparisons between Erasmus’ first two editions and Wettstein’s 
citations from codex 2817, and realised that Erasmus had often adopted the 
readings of this manuscript. He concluded that codices 2815 and 2817 were both 
"constantly used" by Erasmus, but did not seem to question the traditional view 
that codex 2815 was the copy text which was supplied to the printer of the 1516 
edition, for the Pauline Epistles. 

It is now possible to go beyond Scrivener's provisional findings. When these 
two manuscripts are compared in their entirety with Erasmus’ Greek text and 
Latin translation, it is discovered that the 1516 edition agrees far more closely with 
codex 2817 than with codex 2815 in this part of the New Testament. 

At 400 instances where codices 2815 and 2817 diverge from one another in 
Romans-2 Thessalonians (excluding passages where the 1516 edition agrees with 
neither manuscript), Erasmus’ 1516 Greek text agrees with codex 2815 at 101 
passages, but with codex 2817 at 299 passages, almost three times as many. Among 
these passages, there are many instances where the Greek variant in question is 
incapable of affecting the Latin translation, or where Erasmus' Greek and Latin 
texts are in conflict with one another: if all these are excluded from the reckoning, 
there remain only 24 passages where Erasmus' Latin translation clearly agreed with 
the Greek text of codex 2815, but 204 passages where his translation conformed 
with codex 2817. Among the readings of the 1516 Greek text which cannot be 
traced either to codex 2815 or to codex 2817 (or both), most are probably the 
result of typesetting errors: fewer than twenty such readings can be attributed, 
with any confidence, to the use of other manuscripts. From these statistics, it is 
reasonable to conclude that codex 2817, and not codex 2815, served as Erasmus' 
principal Greek manuscript for this section of the New Testament, and provided 


5 Scrivener listed twenty such passages in A Plain Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the New 
Testament (London, 2 vols., 1894: 4th ed., revised by E. Miller), vol. 1, p. 307; cf. vol. 2, p. 183. 
An earlier version of this list had appeared in the second edition of Scrivener's work (Cambridge, 
1874), p. 238. In a letter of 11 December 1862, Scrivener had already given similar details to 
Franz Delitzsch: “I have lately been comparing the first two editions of Erasmus afresh with 
the common text, and find many variations not recorded by Wetstein and others. In the Pauline 
Epistles I am sure that Erasmus must have used Cod. 7 [i.e. 2817] at Basle, though it has not 
usually been named as one of his authorities. The collation of 7 [i.e. codex 2817] as given by 
Wetstein must have guided Erasmus in many places. I have made a long list, and will set down 
a few ...”. See F. Delitzsch, Studien zur Entstebungsgeschichte der Polyglottenbibel des Cardinals Ximenes 
(Leipzig, 1871), p. 3. 
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the main basis for his Greek text as well as his Latin rendering, and that this was 
the copy which he expected the typesetters to follow. 


It does not seem likely that Erasmus had prepared a separate "fair copy" of his 
preferred Greek text, or even a definitive list of passages where his Latin rendering 
deviated from codex 2817. As is demonstrably the case in the Gospels and Acts, 
most of the final shaping of the 1516 text of the Epistles was left in the hands of 
the typesetters and proof-readers. If the typesetters had followed codex 2817 as 
closely as possible, while the proof-readers took responsibility for resolving any 
differences between the Greek and Latin columns by referring additionally to 
codex 2815, it would have been possible to achieve a fair degree of consistency. 
However, in the urgent haste with which the typesetting process was conducted, 
confusion was apparently caused by allowing the typesetters to compose some 
parts of their text directly from codex 2815 instead of 2817, and the proof-readers 
sometimes failed in their task of removing discrepancies between the Greek and 
Latin wording. 

The use of codex 2817 during the proof-reading stage of the 1516 edition 
appears to receive further corroboration from the words Hic sudauit Gerbellius 
(“Gerbel laboured here"), inserted at the foot of f. 314r of this manuscript, in 
the section containing the first Epistle to Timothy. Since Nikolaus Gerbel 
and Johannes Oecolampadius were chiefly responsible for the proof reading of 
Erasmus' first edition, this inscription may well have been written during the 
autumn of 1515 when the typesetting and printing of the Epistles was in progress. 
It should, incidentally, be noted that the Epistles were the first part of the 1516 
edition to be printed (possibly because Erasmus had not yet completed his trans- 
lation of the Gospels, and because his main Greek manuscript of the Gospels 
required such extensive correction before it was fit to be used as printer's copy). 

Another feature of this manuscript is the insertion of a series of more than 
thirty symbols (usually in the form of an elongated 1), placed alongside the text, 
and roughly corresponding with page-divisions of the 1516 edition. Accompany- 
ing these symbols, a mark is sometimes added within the text of the manuscript, 
but not always at the same word or syllable which starts the corresponding printed 
page. For example, at 1 Tim. 5,18, the mark placed within the text of codex 2817 
divides the sentence at épyérns | ToU moðoðŭ but the 1516 page-division occurs at 
épy rns ToU wi | 900 (on pp. 124-5, at the beginning of a new ternio or 12-page 
gathering). Unless they are merely random errors, small discrepancies of this kind 
may be an indication that, at the time when these marks were inserted, the exact 
starting and finishing point of each column of printed text had not yet been 
decided. These annotations become more noticeable from f. 271v (at Phil. 1,29) 
onwards, but also appear sporadically earlier in the volume, e.g. on f. 185v (at 
2 Cor. 4,15). 

At exactly the point where codex 2817 breaks off, at Hebr. 12,18, a mark is 
placed in the text of codex 2815, as Erasmus and his assistants took the ending of 
this epistle from the latter manuscript. In the margins of codex 2815, on ff. 209r 
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and 209v, symbols are inserted which correspond with the commencement of 
pp. 152 and 153 of Erasmus' 1516 edition (at Hebr. 12,17; 13,5). Finally, on f. 210v 
of codex 2815, a mark in the text corresponds with the start of the last page of 
Hebrews in the 1516 edition (at Hebr. 13,20), but owing to damage caused by the 
binder, it is no longer possible to see whether or not there was another symbol in 
the margin of the manuscript at this point. All of these marks and symbols appear 
to be contemporary with the use of codices 2815 and 2817 during the typesetting 
and proof-reading of Erasmus’ first edition. The treatment of the end of Hebrews 
in codex 2815 also provides further confirmation that, prior to Hebr. 12,18, the 
typesetters had been using codex 2817 as their main copy text. 


Supplements to tbe Greek text 


It can also be seen that codex 2817 is the primary source from which Erasmus' 
1516 edition derived two different categories of Greek supplementary material, 
which were not part of the scripture text: the "hypotheses" which were prefixed to 
each of the epistles of Paul, summarising the contents, and the "subscriptions" 
which were added at the end of nine of Paul's epistles, purporting to identify the 
place of writing. In Erasmus’ later editions, the subscriptions to the remaining five 
epistles of Paul (Colossians, and 2 Timothy-Hebrews) were added from other 
sources. Codex 2815 also contained a set of "hypotheses", which Erasmus adopted 
in JamesJude, and Romans. 

A curious feature of Erasmus' editions is the series of Greek numerals which 
are printed in the margins of just Romans-2 Corinthians, dividing the text into a 
larger number of sections than the modern chapter-divisions. These numerals do 
not correspond with the usual Greek section-divisions or «epáAoto, but more 
closely approximate to the western system of capitula found in Vulgate manu- 
scripts, and may therefore have been based on a Latin text. 

In addition to the above, the 1516 edition includes a traditional, anonymous 
Latin Argumentum introducing each of the epistles, replaced in 1519 by a series of 
much longer Argumenta, compiled by Erasmus himself. These had been published 
separately in 1518, and were also added to Erasmus' various editions of his 
Paraphrases. His New Testament edition of 1527 added a new general prologue to 
the Pauline Epistles, in Greek, taken from Chrysostom. The present edition 
contains the "subscriptions", but not the Argumenta or other supplementary 
material. 


The adequacy, or otherwise, of Erasmus’ use of Greek manuscript sources 


The question of how many manuscripts Erasmus actually consulted at indivi- 
dual passages is difficult to answer with any degree of certainty. At some passages 
of the Epistles, especially where there was a notable problem of interpretation or 
doctrine, it is reasonable to suppose that Erasmus checked all five of the Greek 
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manuscripts to which he had access at Basle. However, in the 1516 edition of 
his Annotations, when commenting on the text of the Epistles, he rarely goes so 
far as to acknowledge that plerique (i.e. most of his Greek codices) have a parti- 
cular reading: exceptions can be found e.g. at Rom. 16,25-7; 1 Cor. 14,1; 15,45. 
More frequently he uses expressions such as nonnulli codices (“some manuscripts"), 
quidam Graeci codices (certain Greek manuscripts"), or just Graeci ("the Greeks"). 
Sometimes a reading which he attributes to Graeci is found in only one of his 


Basle manuscripts, although the reader of the Annotations might naturally have 
assumed that “the Greeks" meant all of Erasmus’ Greek manuscripts without 
exception. 

At other passages in the Annotations, Erasmus simply cites the Greek text 
without giving a single word of information about his sources, and yet the Basle 
manuscripts are now known to contain significant variants of which he made no 
mention. There are also instances where Erasmus' Annotations offer no citation of 
the Greek text, even at passages where his continuous printed text of the Greek 
New Testament is at variance with all or most of the manuscripts which were 
available to him. These features of Erasmus’ 1516 edition can partly be explained 
by the conclusion that, at most passages of the Pauline Epistles, he did not consult 
more than one or two of his Greek manuscripts at Basle, and that his exploration 
of the text was usually confined to the codices 2815 and 2817, and that even then, 
he did not regard it as obligatory to report every textual variant which he found. 

In principle, Erasmus’ textual method was eclectic, as he felt at liberty to 
compile his text from more than one manuscript. In practice, however, this 
eclecticism operated within a narrow range of sources. His chief guide, codex 2817, 
offered the means of producing a usable Greek text of the Pauline Epistles in the 
shortest possible time. He seems to have perceived that this manuscript offered a 
more reliable text than codex 2815, perhaps noticing that the latter contained a 
larger number of readings that were likely to have originated from scribal error or 
were lacking in support from the early church fathers or conflicted with the 
evidence of the other manuscripts which were available. On the other hand, his 
excessive reliance on one source detracted from the quality of his work on the 
Epistles, as a more systematic collation of his other Basle manuscripts would have 
enabled him to eliminate those variants of codex 2817 which had little or no other 
manuscript support. 

In his later editions, through consultation of additional manuscripts and a 
more intensive comparison with patristic texts, Erasmus was able to remove many 
of the mistakes which had occurred in 1516, and to expand the information on 
textual variants given in his Annotations. However, because this task of correction 
was not performed in accordance with any consistent plan, some of the errors 
which had been derived from codex 2817 (or from other manuscripts) remained 
unchanged, and continued to be exhibited in the later Textus Receptus. 

Since the later editions of the Annotations more frequently referred to the 
testimony of plerique or “most” manuscripts, it might be tempting to conclude 
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that Erasmus was moving towards the concept of establishing a "majority text". 
This would not be an entirely accurate representation of his textual views, as he 
attached greater importance to manuscripts which he viewed as "more correct" 
(exemplaria emendatiora) than to those Greek manuscripts which he considered as 
merely "ordinary" or "commonplace" (exemplaria vulgata), and was hence not 
swayed by purely numerical considerations. Although he professed great respect 
for the consensus of his Greek manuscripts, he remained of the opinion that there 
were a few passages where all or most of the manuscripts were corrupted by scribal 
error and were to be amended by reference to the writings of the early church 
fathers, or in accordance with the surrounding context. Whether he was correct in 
his identification of such passages continues to be a matter of debate. 

It is well known that there are many points in the Epistles where Erasmus' text 
has little or no support among the surviving earlier uncial manuscripts and 
papyri, and yet enjoys wide attestation among the manuscripts of the later period. 
At such passages, the question arises whether the "earlier" manuscripts are more 
reliable as witnesses to the original New Testament text, or whether the far more 
numerous later manuscripts could have preserved a reading of greater antiquity 
than any of the New Testament manuscripts which are now extant. That many 
of the characteristic readings of the "later manuscripts" already existed in the 
fourth century can be shown from the evidence of the early versions and church 
fathers. 


To resolve the dilemma posed by the existence of several competing forms of 
text, all of which were in circulation during the earliest centuries of the Christian 
era, many textual critics utilise a range of "internal criteria", including consider- 
ation of the author's style and the known tendencies of scribes to make various 
kinds of intentional or unintentional changes to the text when copying a manu- 
script. On this basis, it has often been suggested that the kind of manuscripts 
which Erasmus used contain a Greek text that is intrinsically "inferior" and 
"secondary" when compared with the early uncial and papyrus documents. Others 
have considered that the application of "internal criteria" does not justify such a 
conclusion, and have commented on the difficulty of achieving consistent or 
objective results with this text-critical tool, but have acknowledged its usefulness at 
individual passages. In several ways, Erasmus himself employed criteria of this 
kind in his treatment of particular textual variants. The commentary in the 
present edition discusses such issues, when they have a bearing on the evaluation 
of the Greek text which Erasmus published. 


Theopbylact's Commentary on the Pauline Epistles (Codex 2105) 


Reference has already been made to Erasmus' consultation of codex 2105 in his 
Annotations. This manuscript was later extensively used by Johannes Lonicerus 
for his Latin translation of Theophylact's commentary on the Pauline Epistles 
(Basle, 1540), and was borrowed again for a revised Latin edition of Theophylact 
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by Philip Montanus (Basle, 1554, with a preface dated 1552). Montanus, who knew 
that this was the same manuscript that Erasmus had used, treated it almost as if 
it were his own personal possession, making alterations to the text and inserting 
many annotations in the margin. Some years after the monastery of the Domini- 
cans at Basle was dissolved, many of their manuscripts were transferred to the 
university library of that city, in 1559. At that time, codex 2105 was not with the 
rest of the collection, perhaps because Montanus had never returned it. Whether 
he gave it away or sold it, or retained it among his own books, is unknown. 

Eventually the manuscript was acquired by Sir Ralph Winwood, who presented 
it to the Bodleian Library, Oxford, in 1604. Not long afterwards, it was used as a 
source of variant readings for the editio princeps of Theophylact’s Greek commen- 
taries on the Pauline Epistles (London, 1636), edited by Augustine Lindsell, and 
completed by Thomas Bayly (or Bailey) after Lindsell’s death. This edition was 
reprinted, with little change, in the Venice Theophylact of 1754-63 (vol. 2, in 1755, 
with an appendix of variants from a manuscript in Venice, Biblioteca Nazionale 
Marciana, Fondo antico, Ms. 32 = codex 891), and again in J.-P. Migne’s Patrologiae 
Cursus Completus ... Series Graeca of 1857-66 (Paris, vols. 124-125, in 1864). Those 
who produced these Greek editions did not seem to be aware that one of their 
principal sources was identical with the manuscript which Erasmus had so fre- 
quently cited in his Annotations. 

Bayly’s preface to the 1636 edition indicates that the first task was to prepare an 
accurate copy of a manuscript owned by the earl of Arundel (now British Library, 
Ms. Arundel 534 = codex 1961), and that this copy was then corrected by reference 
to two manuscripts at Oxford (identifiable as Bodleian Library, Mss. Barocc. 146 
and Auct. E. 1. 6 = codices 2102 and 2105) The margins of the 1636 edition 
contain many citations of variant readings, unaccompanied by any distinguishing 
number or symbol to identify each manuscript from which these readings were 
drawn. In consequence, it was incorrectly assumed by later editors and readers that 
the main printed text was to be equated with the Arundel manuscript, and that all 
the readings in the margin were drawn from one or both of the two manuscripts at 
Oxford. This assumption is reflected in the title page of the Venice edition, and 
enshrined in the rudimentary apparatus of Migne, where all the marginal variants 
of the 1636 edition are explicitly attributed to the Oxford manuscripts. 

It becomes clear from a comparison of the 1636 edition with its underlying 
sources that the text is not solely a reproduction of Ms. Arundel 534, but that 


é See Montanus’ letter of 16 August 1548 to Bonifacius Amerbach, seeking to borrow the Theo- 
phylact manuscript: Ep. 3082 in Die Amerbachkorrespondenz, vol. 7 (Basle, 1973), pp. 104-6. A 
small sample of Montanus’ Greek script appears in Basle, University Library, Ms. G2. II. 67, 
f. 138r, in a letter of 15 July 1536 (printed as Ep. 2039 in Die Amerbachkorrespondenz, vol. 4). 


7 For the identification of Erasmus’ manuscript of Theophylact’s Pauline Epistles with the 
Bodleian Ms. Auct. E. 1. 6, see R. W. Hunt, “Greek Manuscripts in the Bodleian Library from 
the Collection of John Stojkovic of Ragusa", Studia Patristica, VII, in Texte und Untersuchungen, 
vol. 92 (Berlin, 1966), pp. 75-82. 
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readings from one or both of the Oxford manuscripts are often printed as the 
main text, relegating the wording of the Arundel manuscript into the margin. 

The editorial process which produced the 1636 edition is illuminated by the 
preservation of another manuscript at the Bodleian Library, Ms. Laud. Gr. 76. 
This manuscript was evidently the original copy which Augustine Lindsell caused 
to be made from Ms. Arundel 534. In the margins of Ms. Laud. Gr. 76 were 
entered the results of collating Mss. Barocc. 146 and Auct. E. 1. 6, respectively 
designated as “Ms. Ox." (also "M. Ox." or “M. O.") and "M. 2”. Thus the manu- 
script known to Erasmus, and cited as "M. 2" in the margin of Ms. Laud. Gr. 76, 
is probably identical with the posterius exemplar mentioned in Bayly's preface, 
and said to have been collated with the assistance of Thomas Triplet and John 
Gregory. 

Equipped with this array of data, the editors chose to replace many of the 
readings of the main text by the variants which had been noted in the margin, and 
transferred the corresponding readings of the text into the margin. This elucidates 
the meaning of Bayly's statement, ad vnum et alterum exemplum Oxoniense instituta 
est castigatio, in the printed preface. At the same time, the editors deleted nearly all 
the symbols by which the individual manuscripts had been previously recorded, 
and the result was then used as final copy for the printer. Readers of the 1636 
Theophylact, and also of the later editions which were based upon it, were thereby 
deprived of valuable information regarding the source of each variant. 

In this way, though hidden from the eyes of the readers, the copy of Theo- 
phylact which had been used by Erasmus made a major contribution to the later 
printed editions, not only through entries in the marginal apparatus, but by the 
adoption of many of its readings as an integral part of the edited text. 


The Codex Leicestrensis (Codex 69) 


Another topic requiring discussion is the identity of the Greek manuscript (or 
manuscripts) which Erasmus consulted in England during 1512-14, while pre- 
paring the section of his Annotations which relates to the Pauline Epistles. There 
has been a tendency to assume that one such manuscript must have been codex 69 
(the "codex Leicestrensis"), which contains the New Testament text from Matthew 
ch. 18 onwards. The basis for this view is that Erasmus’ Greek text of the Gospels, 
both in his continuous text and in his Annotations, contains a number of unusual 
variants which are also found in codex 69 but not in the manuscripts which he 
consulted at Basle. 

In the Epistles, when Erasmus' text and Annotations are compared with codex 
69, it is not possible to discover the same kind of correlation that is seen in the 
Gospels.? In Romans-2 Thessalonians, apart from a few coincidences in variations 


8 A collation of codex 69 is provided by F. H. A. Scrivener, An Exact Transcript of the Codex 
Augiensis, .. To which is added a Full Collation of Fifty Manuscripts (Cambridge, 1859). 
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of spelling, the only real variants shared by the 1516 Greek text with this manu- 
script (and not also found in any of Erasmus’ manuscripts at Basle) are Rom. 16,25 
fiu&s, 1 Cor. 6,5 got (for £vi), 2 Cor. 13,10 wth rrapoov uti, Gal. 2,6 &vOpoxrrov 
Ocós, Phil. 4,13 Suvapotvti. None of the above variants is mentioned in the 
Annotations, but there are two further agreements between the 1516 Annotations 
and codex 69, in the omission of kai before où Bpdpa at 1 Cor. 3,2, and the 
omission of Tij before kríoe at Col. 1,23. These relatively minor variants do not 


provide conclusive evidence that Erasmus consulted codex 69 for this portion of 
the New Testament. 

To put these coincidences with codex 69 into perspective, it should also be 
observed that the Romans-2 Thessalonians section of the 1516 edition of the 
Annotations contains more than twenty further variants which are not found in 
codex 69 or in any of the Basle mss. (excluding those variants which consist of the 
presence or absence of the Greek article, or insignificant variations of spelling). 
Examples of such readings are Rom. 8,23 ovo eváGousv, 14,9 å&véčnosv, 1 Cor. 1,30 
yp (for 86), 13,3 Tà mrávra (for rrávra Tà ümápyovra), Eph. 3,9 mAoUos (for 
Koiveovia or oikovouía), 4,17 éveotriov tot Kupiou (for èv kupío), 1 Thess. 4,18 
ToUTois ToU Trveuparros. Some of these additional variants may turn out to have 
had a patristic origin, and others may simply reflect inaccuracies by Erasmus in 
deciphering the Greek script, or even in transcribing his own notes. However, the 
existence of these variants introduces the possibility that Erasmus derived some or 
all of them from another manuscript which he consulted in England: it could not 
have been codex 69, as this does not exhibit any of the additional variants just 
mentioned. Since such a manuscript (unidentified, and possibly now lost) could 
also have contained the readings listed in the previous paragraph, the theory that 
Erasmus used codex 69 in this part of the New Testament remains unproven. In 
the Gospels, there is the further possibility that he did not use codex 69 itself but 
the exemplar from which that section of codex 69 was copied, or another closely 
related manuscript. 


The Greek manuscripts cited in the Commentary 


The commentary gives full details of Erasmus’ Greek manuscript sources at 
those passages where his printed wording differs from either codex 2815 or codex 
2817, or where these codices jointly diverge from the text found in most other 
manuscripts of the Pauline Epistles. At the same passages, and also in places where 
the Latin Vulgate may have been based on a different Greek text, information is 
given on the additional manuscript evidence which is now available, so that 
Erasmus’ work can be placed in its historical context. Greek manuscripts from the 
second to the seventh century A.D., together with codices F and G of the ninth 
century, are cited individually. Manuscripts which do not fall into this category 
are collectively described as “other mss.”, “late mss.” or “later mss.” This arbitrary 
chronological distinction is made necessary by the fact that the Greek manuscripts 
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known to contain all or part of the Pauline Epistles currently reach a total of 
about 800? 

The need to cite the readings of the bilingual codices F and G, which are 
relatively late manuscripts, arises from their status as representatives of the Greek 
text which is presumed to underlie the Old Latin translation of the Epistles. 
Because of the link between the Vulgate and the Old Latin versions, codices D F G 
sometimes constitute the only Greek support for the Vulgate rendering. There are 
some passages (possibly a greater number than is sometimes supposed) where the 
wording of these manuscripts may reflect a process of retranslation into Greek 
from one of the earlier Latin versions, which reduces their value for the recon- 
struction of the original Greek text. 

Another example of a Greek manuscript which appears to incorporate many 
instances of retranslation from a Latin version is the 14th-century bilingual codex 
629, which in some places is the only Greek witness to agree with the wording of 
the late Vulgate. Only a few citations from this manuscript have been inclu- 
ded in the present edition. Other Greek manuscripts similarly contain a number 
of readings which probably had a medieval Latin origin. For this reason, it is 
inevitable that passages which are described in the commentary as "lacking Greek 
manuscript support" will occasionally turn out to be attested by a few later Greek 
manuscripts which were subject to Latin influence. 

In verifying such points, and in answering many other questions relating to the 
history of the text, it is greatly to be desired that all the extant manuscripts of the 
Greek New Testament should be fully and accurately collated. Future progress in 
the field of New Testament textual criticism is dependent on the completion of 
this great unfinished task. 


The sources of Erasmus! Latin translation 


In the introduction to the second volume, it was mentioned that Erasmus’ 
Latin translation, as published in 1516, contained a more intensive revision of the 
Vulgate Epistles and the first two Gospels than of the remainder of the New 
Testament, perhaps aiming to improve on the version of the Pauline Epistles 
which had been issued by Jacques Lefévre (Paris, 1512). At the same time as 
improving on Lefévre’s Latin translation, it seems that Erasmus also took the 


? The main sources from which information has been obtained regarding the text of manuscripts, 
other than those consulted by Erasmus, are: C. Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece (Leipzig, 
2 vols., 1869-72: 8th edition); H. von Soden, Die Schrifien des Neuen Testaments (Gottingen, 4 vols., 
1902-13); Nestle-Aland, Novum Testamentum. Graece (Stuttgart, 1993: 27th edition); K. Junack, 
et al, Das Neue Testament auf Papyrus, ii, Die Paulinischen Briefe (Berlin and New York, 1989-94: 
vols. 12 and 22 in Arbeiten zur neutestamentlichen Textforschung); K. Aland, et al, Text und Textwert 
der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments, ii, Die Paulinischen Briefe (Berlin and New York, 
1991: vols. 16-19 in Arbeiten zur neutestamentlichen Textforschung). Where necessary, use has been 
made of the standard editions and facsimiles of individual manuscripts. 
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opportunity to borrow certain words and phrases from Lefévre, at passages where 
the latter had already expressed the meaning with sufficient elegance or precision. 

Another work which Erasmus seems to have had constantly to hand was the 
anonymous (probably 4th-century) Latin commentary which now passes under 
the name of "Ambrosiaster", though formerly included among the writings of 
Ambrose. Since this commentary frequently reproduces a form of the Old Latin 
translation of the Pauline Epistles, it was a useful storehouse from which to obtain 
alternative renderings. Another important ancient source from which Erasmus 
compiled his translation was Jerome, making particular use of the latter's com- 
mentaries on Paul's Epistles to the Galatians and the Ephesians. Alongside these 
works, Erasmus made repeated use of the 15th-century Annotations of Lorenzo 
Valla (printed in 1505, Paris), who had criticised many of the inaccuracies and 
solecisms of the Latin Vulgate. 

In measuring the influence exerted by these authorities on Erasmus' Latin 
translation, it is necessary to bear in mind that Lefèvre also had access to some of 
the same sources which were consulted by Erasmus. The points of translation in 
which Lefévre’s influence can be more readily discerned are therefore to be found 
at those passages where Erasmus has the same wording as Lefévre while at the same 
time differing from the Latin Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Jerome and Valla.!? 

Information on all these sources is included in the commentary to the present 
edition. The commentary aims to refer to all points of difference between Eras- 
mus' translation and the late Vulgate. At such passages, reference is made to any 
agreement between Erasmus' wording and the renderings used by Ambrosiaster, 
Jerome, Valla or Lefévre. Alternative renderings offered by Valla and Lefévre are 
also noted, except at passages where Erasmus agrees with the Vulgate. 

In the case of Ambrosiaster, where the 1492 Amerbach editio princeps of the 
works of "Ambrose" agrees with the wording of the modern edition of Ambro- 
siaster by H. J. Vogels,!! the text is cited simply as “Ambrosiaster”. Where the 
manuscripts or editions of Ambrosiaster differ from one another, preference 
has been given to the 15th-century edition, which corresponds more closely 
with Erasmus' quotations: in such instances, the text is cited as "Ambrosiaster 
1492". Each sub-section of the Ambrosiaster commentary consists of two main 
elements: the lemma (Le. the scripture citation) and the exposition. Usually 
Erasmus' borrowings from Ambrosiaster are based on the lemmata. 

The text of Jerome's commentaries is cited from the 1516 Froben edition, 
prepared by the Amerbach brothers in consultation with Erasmus. It is clear that 
Erasmus had access to the manuscript materials on which that edition was based. 
The 1516 Jerome presents the Latin New Testament text in three different places 


10 That the mere existence of verbal similarities between Erasmus and Lefèvre is not sufficient, 
on its own, to establish that Erasmus borrowed from Lefévre's work, has been pointed out by 
H. J. de Jonge in "The Relationship of Erasmus’ Translation of the New Testament to that of 
the Pauline Epistles by Lefévre d'Etaples", Erasmus in English no. 15 (1987-8), pp. 2-7. 


11 CSEL 81 (3 vols.: 1966-9). 
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on each page: the continuous scripture text, the lemma, and the commentary. 
When these various elements diverged from one another as to the scripture word- 
ing, Erasmus placed greater reliance on the section containing the commentary, as 
this was more likely to give an accurate representation of the rendering which 
Jerome himself preferred. In the present edition, references to "Jerome Comm." 
denote the commentary portions of the 1516 edition of Jerome, but should not be 
taken to imply any divergence between Jerome's commentary and the text or 
lemma which accompanied it, unless expressly stated. 


Lefévre's translation of the Pauline Epistles is printed in three different forms 
in the 1512 edition. In the first part of the book, after the preliminary matter, a 
132-page section contains two columns of text, of which the inner column on 
each page is occupied by Lefévre's continuous Latin rendering of the scripture 
text, headed Jntelligentia ex Graeco, while the outer column (in larger print) gives 
the wording of the late Vulgate. The next part of the volume, occupying 391 
pages, contains Lefévre's commentary, in which each paragraph of comment is 
usually introduced by a lemma consisting of a few sentences from Lefévre's Latin 
translation. At the end of each chapter of the commentary is a separate section 
headed Examinatio nonnullorum circa literam, comprising a short series of an- 
notations, which each consist of a Vulgate lemma, followed by one or more 
alternative renderings or corrections suggested by Lefévre, after which the name 
Paulus (ox Interpres Pauli, in the epistle to the Hebrews) introduces a citation of the 
corresponding portion of Greek text. 


The lemmata of Lefévre's commentary generally agree with the wording of the 
continuous translation which was provided in the first part of the book, but 
sometimes they contain improvements which may have arisen from secondary 
revision by Lefévre during the course of publishing his work. Where relevant, the 
differences between Lefévre's text and commentary are noted in the present edition 
(using the words “Lefévre Comm.” to refer to either the commentary or the 
Examinatio). 

To provide a “control” on the above data, this edition further makes frequent 
reference to the 15th-century rendering of Giannozzo Manetti, whose work was 
not available to either Erasmus or Lefévre.!? Where different translators make use 
of a similar form of Greek text, it is likely that there will be some passages where 
they will independently achieve an identical wording for their respective trans- 
lations. Coincidences between Manetti and Erasmus, or between Manetti and 
Lefévre, therefore give a useful indication of those New Testament passages where 
different Latin translators might independently produce similar versions, through 
sharing the same objective of translating the same Greek text accurately into 
classical Latin. At passages where Manetti, Lefévre and Erasmus all differ from the 


12 The New Testament translation of Manetti is preserved in two manuscripts of the Vatican 
Library, Urb. Lat. 6 and Pal. Lat. 45. As indicated in ASD VI, 2, p. 5n, the second of these 
manuscripts is probably the earlier of the two, and often appears to provide a more accurate 
copy of Manetti's wording. 
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Vulgate, and at the same time the versions of Erasmus and Lefévre agree with one 
another against the wording of Manetti, there is correspondingly an increased 
probability that in these instances Erasmus has been influenced by Lefévre’s work. 
There are also many passages where Manetti was content with the Vulgate trans- 
lation, while Erasmus and Lefévre agree on making an identical correction. 


Since the level of agreement between Erasmus and Lefévre is noticeably greater 
than between Erasmus and Manetti, there is a heightened suspicion that Erasmus’ 
translation owed an unacknowledged debt to Lefévre's work. It would not be 
correct to give the impression that Erasmus resorted to outright plagiarism. He 
did not stoop to the copying of whole sentences or paragraphs from Lefévre: it was 
a matter of borrowing a word here, and a phrase there. His own mastery of Latin 
idiom and elegance of style excelled that of Lefévre, but pressure of time acted as a 
constraint on originality of expression. As an aid to the rapid production of a new 
Latin translation, the works of Lefèvre, Valla, Ambrosiaster and Jerome served as a 
convenient quarry, from which Erasmus was glad to extract any well-phrased 
improvement on the Vulgate wording. 

A few examples of agreements between Erasmus’ 1516 rendering and Lefévre 
are as follows: simplicium (Rom. 16,18); vobis in memoriam reducet (1 Cor. 4,17); 
conuitiator (1 Cor. 5,11); conducunt (1 Cor. 6,12); facultas (1 Cor. 8,9); meam ipsius 
vtilitatem (1 Cor. 10,33); sileant (1 Cor. 14,34); idoneus (1 Cor. 15,9); refocillauerunt 
(1 Cor. 16,18); increpatio (2 Cor. 2,6); carnets (2 Cor. 3,3); delectus (2 Cor. 8,19); lis ... 
seditiones (Gal. 5,20); ob crucem (Gal. 6,12); inquam (Eph. 2,12); valeatis (Eph. 3,18); 
lucta (Eph. 6,12); vita ... mors (Phil. 1,21); disceptationibus (Phil. 2,14); breui missurum 
(Phil. 2,19); exbibete (Col. 4,1); consolaretur (1 Thess. 3,2); absurdis (2 Thess. 3,2). Apart 
from direct agreements, there are also passages where Erasmus’ wording looks like 
an adaptation of Lefévre’s version: e.g. praedefiniuit for praediffiniuit (Rom. 8,29-30); 
configuremini for configurari (Rom. 12,2); sua mens satisfaciat for in sua mente satis- 
faciat (Rom. 14,5); obcaecati for obcaecatae (2 Cor. 3,14); ob multam fiduciam for ob 

fiduciam multam (2 Cor. 8,22). 


There are also many passages where Erasmus gives an alternative rendering in 
his Annotations without mentioning that it had been previously used by Lefèvre. 
In the Annotations, Lefévre is cited by name mainly for the purpose of finding 
fault with his choice of wording. Where Erasmus' rendering agrees with that of 
Ambrosiaster or Jerome, however, the Annotations often openly acknowledge the 
fact. Erasmus' strategy is to emphasise his reliance upon the works of the church 
fathers, but to be more discreet concerning the extent to which he has borrowed 
from Valla and Lefévre. This is particularly apparent at passages of the Annota- 
tions where Ambrosiaster is named as an authority, and yet Erasmus' published 
translation is closer to the wording of Lefèvre. For example, in rendering ouv- 
umekpiðnoav at Gal. 2,13, Erasmus follows Lefèvre in translating the Greek aorist 
by the imperfect tense, simulabant, but in the Annotations he mentions only 
"Ambrose" (i.e. Ambrosiaster), who has the more accurate perfect tense, simu- 
lauerunt. In translating &uéurrTous at 1 Thess. 3,13, Erasmus coincides with Lefèvre 


wt 
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in replacing sine querela by the non-classical expression, irreprebensibilia, but in the 
Annotations he prefers to cite the authority of Ambrosiaster for another word, 
irreprebensa, again without making any mention of Lefévre’s contribution. 

Erasmus is more willing to acknowledge his use of Valla than of Lefèvre, but 
even here, Erasmus' translation and Annotations seem to have drawn far more 
from Valla than he wished to admit. This did not escape the notice of his 
opponents, as may be seen from the criticisms raised by Stunica.? 

To a small degree, Erasmus' careful work of revising the Latin translation was 
marred by alterations which do not seem to be attributable to textual variants of 
the Greek manuscripts or to the influence of Latin Vulgate editions. Whether these 
were errors of his own making or mistakes perpetrated by his assistants in the 
process of transcription cannot easily be determined. Some of these blemishes 
remained undetected even as late as the 1535 edition: e.g. 16,2 Christo (for domino), 
1 Cor. 1,6 Iesu Christi (for Christi), Phil. 3,1 fratres (for fratres mei). 


The Latin Vulgate and Old Latin versions 


In order to show the relationship of Erasmus' translation to the Latin Vulgate, 
the commentary aims to refer to every instance where Erasmus differs from the 
late Vulgate wording. The "late Vulgate", for this purpose, is defined as the text 
printed in the Vulgate column of Erasmus' 1527 New Testament, or in the Vulgate 
lemma of the various editions of his Annotations. No reference is made to the 
Sixtine or Clementine Vulgates of 1590-92, which represent a later development 
within the Vulgate tradition. Where Erasmus' late Vulgate reading agrees with the 
standard critical editions of the earlier Vulgate, it is designated as “Vg.”, or if it 
disagrees with those editions it is referred to as "late Vg." Sometimes reference is 
made to the Vulgate editions published by Froben in 1491 and 1514. 

Where the Oxford and Stuttgart editions differ from one another, they are 
designated as Vg"" and Vg* respectively. In 1 Corinthians to Ephesians, some 
differences between the Oxford editio maior of 1889-1954 and the editio minor of 
1911 are also recorded.!^ 

The present edition does not attempt to make detailed comparisons between 
Erasmus' rendering and the various Old Latin texts, apart from the text cited by 
Ambrosiaster. By adopting forms of wording which he found in the commen- 
tary of Ambrosiaster and other patristic sources, Erasmus was in effect patching 
elements of one or more Old Latin versions on to the Latin Vulgate, which was 
itself a revision of the Old Latin. Sometimes he did this because he felt that the 


13 See ASD IX, 2, pp. 1545. 

14 The editions used are J. Wordsworth - H. J. White, et al, Nouum Testamentum Domini Nostri 
lesu Christi Latine Secundum Editionem Sancti Hieronymi (Oxford, 3 vols., 1889-1954); H. J. White, 
Nouum Testamentum. Latine Secundum. Editionem Sancti Hieronymi (Oxford, 1911); R. Weber, et 
al, Biblia Sacra Iuxta Vulgatam Versionem (Stuttgart, 1994: 4th edition). 
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wording of Ambrosiaster was closer to the original form of the Vulgate; more 
often, it was because the rendering cited by Ambrosiaster seemed more accurate or 
more elegantly expressed. Quite apart from this, the late Vulgate manuscripts and 
editions frequently contained a mixture of Old Latin readings with the Vulgate 
text, making it difficult to distinguish the original Vulgate reading.'^ 


The 1521 Latin edition 


The 1522 folio edition of Erasmus’ Greek and Latin New Testament was 
preceded by a separate quarto edition of the Latin translation, completed by 
Froben on 14 June 1521. When printing of the quarto edition commenced, 
perhaps in the first week of May, 1521, Froben had not yet received a copy of 
Erasmus’ corrections to the 1519 edition. Consequently the greater part of the 
1521 edition reproduced the Latin text of 1519. 

At some point during the last week of April or the first two weeks of May, 1521, 
Erasmus despatched the corrected copy of the 1519 edition from Louvain, where 
he was residing at that time. In the same package, he probably also enclosed a 
preface for the Latin New Testament that was currently going through the press. In 
a letter written at Basle on 30 May 1521, Basil Amerbach made an oblique 
reference to the arrival of Erasmus’ revised copy of the New Testament (Ep. 1207: 
“ad nos missum Instrumentum tuum Nouum"), and confirmed that he himself 
had just received a letter from Erasmus, and that Erasmus' messenger was still in 
Basle. The typesetters immediately began to use the material which Erasmus had 
sent, as a source of corrections for those parts of the 1521 New Testament which 
had not yet been printed, particularly in 1 Corinthians ch. 10 - 15, and from 
Ephesians through to the Apocalypse. In these portions of the Latin text, the 1521 
edition anticipates many of the changes which were later incorporated in the folio 
edition of 1522: such passages are duly noted in the commentary. 


15 Detailed information regarding the Old Latin versions can be found in the series of volumes 
edited by H. J. Frede, Vetus Latina. Die Reste der altlateinischen Bibel, vols. 24/1 [Ephesians] 
(Freiburg, 1962-4), 24/2 [Philippians-Colossians] (Freiburg, 1966-71), 25 pt. i [1 Thessalonians 
to 2 Timothy] (Freiburg, 1975-82). 
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INTRODUCTION 


TABLE OF NEW TESTAMENT MANUSCRIPTS CITED IN THE COMMENTARY 


(Romans - 2 Thessalonians) 


Codex Date Codex Date 

p! VI/VII 0111 VII 

ps III/IV 0172 V 

ps III/IV 0176 IV/V 

ps VI/VII 0183 VII 

p7 II 0185 IV 

po IH 0186 V/VI 

p VII 0198 VI 

p^ VII 0199 VI/VII 

E: III 0201 V 

p“ I/I 0208 VI 

3^? III 0209 VII 

p IV/V 0219 IV/V 

pi VII/VIII 0220 II 

E: III 0221 IV 

E VI/VII 0223 VI 

p?" III/IV 0225 VI 

p^ V/VI 0254 V 

N IV 0261 V 

A V 0270 IV/V 

B IV 0282 VI 

C V 0285 VI 

pp VI 0289 Vil/VIII 

FP IX 1 XII (formerly cod.1*4P) 
GP IX 3 XII 

HP VI 69 XV 

I V (629 XIV) 

048 V 2105 XII 

062 V 2815 XII (formerly cod. 2P) 
082 VI 2816 XV (formerly cod. 4?P) 
088 V/VI 2817 XI (formerly cod. 7?) 
098 VII 


Further details of these manuscripts can be found in 
Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste (see p. 1, n. 1, above). 


mows 


msg 


CONSPECTVS SIGLORVM 


Editiones 


ed. pr., Basileae, Io. Frobenius, Febr. 1516 (Nouum Instrumentum). 

ed. Basileae, Io. Frobenius, Mart. 1519 (Nouum Testamentum). 

ed. Basileae, Io. Frobenius, 1522. 

ed. Basileae, Io. Frobenius, Mart. 1527. 

ed. Basileae, Hier. Frobenius et Nic. Episcopius, Mart. 1535 
(fundamentum huiusce editionis). 


Signa superscripta 


textus editionum 

(vbi ei opponitur diuersa lectio vel in P vel in c vel in mg). 
verbum in ima paginae ora impressum 

(vocatum a typographis, reclamans; Anglice, catchword). 
lectio data in tabula corrigendorum. 
lectio marginalis. 


LB 553 


ITAYAOY 
TOY ATIOZTOAOY 
H TPOZ PQMAIOY2 
EITIZTOAH 


TlaUAos 8oUAog 'InooU XpicToU, 
KANTOS &rróc TOOS, &pwpiopévos els 
evayyéAiov 8eo0, 76 TrpoerrmyysíAoTo 
Sik TÀv mpopntõv aUvToÜU èv ypaqgois 
é&yiais, * Trepi roO vied ax roO, tot yevo- 
pévou èk o répparros AaBid katk cóápka, 


Inscriptio EPISTOLA .. ROMANOS A E 


EPISTOLA 
PAVLI APOSTOLI 
AD 
ROMANOS 


Paulus seruus lesu Christi, vocatus 
ad munus apostolicum, segregatus 
in euangelium dei, *quod ante promi- 
serat per prophetas suos in scripturis 
sanctis, ?de filio suo qui genitus fuit 
ex semine Dauid secundum carnem, 


EPISTOLA .. RHOMANOS B C, ERASMI 


VERSIO D | 1,1 ad munus apostolicum B-E: apostolus 4 


1,1 ad munus apostolicum &óooAos ("aposto- 
lus" 1516 = Vg). In vs. 5, munus apostolicum is 
again used in rendering &rroo oA. Cf. episcopi 
munus for mokon at 1 Tim. 3,1. By this 
change, Erasmus makes clear that érrróovoAos 
or "apostle" here refers to the practical func- 
tion which Paul was called upon to fulfil, and 
not merely his acquisition of an honorific 
title. See also Annot. The terms apostolus and 
apostolicus are not found in classical authors. 
Valla Annot. interpreted the meaning as in apos- 
tolatum. For munus, see further Valla Elegantiae, 
VI, 39; Erasmus Paraphr. in Eleg. Laur. Vallae, 
ASD I, 4, p. 278, ll. 976-979. 


3 qui genitus fuit ToU yevopévou (“qui factus 
est ei" late Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg"; 
“qui factus est" some Vg. mss., with Vg"). For 
Erasmus’ avoidance of facio, see on Job. 1,15. 
The Vulgate is ambiguous here. If factus est ... 
ex semine Dauid is taken to mean that the Son 
of God "became" from the seed of David, this 
has the appearance of incompleteness, omit- 
ting to say what he became. If the Vulgate 
wording were, alternatively, to be interpreted as 
meaning that the Son (with regard to his 
human nature) was “made” or “created” from 


the seed of David, this would be a departure 
from the literal sense of the Greek verb. Erasmus 
argues in Annot. that the Greek word meant 
"began to be", and that a translation should 
make clear that the passage speaks of how the 
eternal God began to be man, i.e through the 
conception and birth of Christ. In his pub- 
lished translation, following a suggestion of 
Valla Annot., he goes further and translates the 
Greek word as the equivalent of ytvvnévros 
(“begotten”). In Annot., Erasmus also suggested 
using zatus (“born”). However, since neither 
genitus nor natus was a literal rendering of 
ytvouévou, it was possible for his opponents 
to charge him with inaccuracy. Defending him- 
self against Stunica in 1521, Erasmus objected 
to the clumsiness or abruptness of the Vulgate 
expression ("dure sonabat Latinis auribus") 
see his Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, 
pp. 162-4, Il. 984-1003. Since the Vulgate use 
of ei lacked support from Greek mss., Erasmus 
rejected this word as an unnecessary explana- 
tory addition, and accordingly listed this item 
among the Quae Sint Addita, from 1519 onwards. 
Some years later, in 1529, he had to defend his 
treatment of this passage against another oppo- 
nent, F. Titelmans, in Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 
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‘tot | ópic8évros vioU @soŭ èv Bu- 
vépet, KaT& TrveUpa å&yiwoúvns, ££ 
&vacTácsos vexpdv “Incot XpicroU 
ToU | xupiou fuv, 5r of Ad- 
Pousv  xápiw Kal  é&mocToMÓv, eis 
Utraxoty  TíoTeos èv  T&oi Tos 
tOveciv, Utrép ToU dvduatos attot, 
Sty of; iore Kal yeis, KAnTol 
"Inood Xpiotot: | "T&oi Tois ovat 
iv Poun, cyatntois 0:00, KAnNTois 
&yíots, xépig Upiv Kai elptvn ard 
8:00 tratpds æv Kai Kupiou '"InooU 
Xpiotow. 

*ITpó rov piv edyapiotd ro) beds 
you Sia  'Inoo0 — XpicroU — Umip 


1,27 nucov A-D: upwv E 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


‘qui | declaratus fuit filius dei cum 
potentia, secundum spiritum sanctifi- 
cationis, ex eo quod resur | rexit e mor- 
tuis lesus Christus dominus noster, 
Sper quem accepimus gratiam ac mu- 
neris apostolici functionem, vt obedi- 
atur fidei inter omnes gentes, super 
ipsius nomine, fquorum de nume- 
ro estis et | vos, vocati Iesu Christi. 
"Omnibus qui Romae estis dilectis 
dei, vocatis sanctis, gratia vobis et pax 
a deo patre nostro et domino [esu 
Christo. 

*Primum quidem gratias ago deo 
meo per lesum Christum super 


4 cum B-E:inA | eB-E:aA | 5 ac B-E:etA | obediatur ÆA C-E: obediatnr B | 7 Romae 


A B E: Rhomae C D 


LB IX, 967 F-969 A. The word ei was likewise 
omitted by Lefévre, who just put facto, agreeing 
with filio. 


4 qui declaratus fuit TOU ĠpioðévTtoş ("qui prae- 
destinatus est" Vg.). Elsewhere Erasmus follows 
the Vulgate in using definio at Act. 2,23, and 
constituo at Act. 10,42, to translate this Greek 
verb. As pointed out in Annot., the use of 
praedestino is not only inaccurate here (= mpo- 
opicOÉvros), but also theologically inappro- 
priate, as it appeared to contradict the doctrine 
of the eternal pre-existence of the Son of God. 
See also Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 969 
B-F, on this passage. Valla Annot. proposed 
destinato, and Lefèvre definito. For declaro, see 
also Valla Elegantiae, V, 38; Erasmus Parapbr. 
in Eleg. Laur. Vallae, ASD T, 4, p. 244, ll. 998- 
1000. 


4 cum potentia tv Buvápa (“in virtute" Vg; 
“in potentia" 1516). When rendering èv in the 
1519 edition, substitutions of cum for in occur 
at about sixty other N.T. passages, mainly in 
the Epistles, either in an instrumental sense 
or to express the sense "accompanied by". 


Examples of this usage can be found in some 
passages of the Vulgate, e.g. at Act. 2,46; 5,23; 
Eph. 6,19; 1 Thess. 2,17. See also on Joh. 1,26; 
Act. 17,31. In Annot. on the present passage, 
Erasmus takes the Greek preposition as the 
equivalent of per (see on vs. 17, below). His 
purpose in using potentia, as explained in Annot. 
on this verse and again on vs. 16, is to avoid 
the misunderstanding of virtus as referring here 
to moral virtue. This substitution of potentia 
occurs thirty times in the 1516 edition, all in 
the Pauline Epistles. Erasmus also suggested 
using potestas, which he elsewhere substitutes 
for virtus in rendering Súvapış at Mc. 13,26; 
Lc. 4,36; 9,1 (both in 1519); Rom. 8,38; 1 Cor. 
5,4; 12,28-9, following the example of the 
Vulgate at Lc. 21,27. He further substitutes 
fortitudo for virtus at 2 Cor. 12,9 (1516 only); 
Eph. 3,16, in accordance with Vulgate usage 
at Act. 6,8. At many other passages, virtus is 
retained, and the 1519 edition restores virtus 
in three places where it had previously been 
replaced by potentia: 1 Cor. 4,19, 20; 2 Cor. 4,7. 
Valla Annot. offered the same translation as 
Erasmus’ 1516 edition. Lefèvre had in potestate 
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EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS 14-8 
in his rendering, but gave potentia as an 
alternative in Comm. 


4 ex eo quod resurrexit ... dominus noster © &va- 
otéoews ... Kupíou fjucv ("ex resurrectione 
mortuorum lesu Christi domini nostri" Vg.). 
Erasmus clarifies the meaning by converting 
the grammatical construction into a subordinate 
clause. However, by combining this with the 


substitution of e mortuis (or a mortuis in 1516) 
for mortuorum, he changes the sense. Whereas 
the Greek text and the Vulgate refer to the 
"resurrection of the dead" (plural), Erasmus’ 
translation here refers only to the resurrection 
of Christ, as if the Greek text had added èx in 
front of vexpddv. The significance of this dis- 
tinction is discussed at considerable length in 
Annot. See also Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD 
IX, 4, pp. 220-1, Il. 474-523; Resp. ad collat. iuv. 
geront., LB IX, 969 F-970 B. (A minor point 
of Latin style may incidentally be observed in 
Erasmus’ use of e rather than ex before mortuis 
in this verse. Far more frequently, in the 
Epistles, he preferred ex, before consonants as 
well as vowels. Here, partly because of the use 
of ex eo earlier in the sentence, and also because 
of the occurrence of -ex in the immediately 
preceding verb, resurrexit, he found it more 
euphonious to follow this with e mortuis. By 
contrast, at 1 Cor. 15,20 (1519), he was content 
to put surrexit ex mortuis). A different inter- 
pretation of the passage was offered by Valla 
Annot., linking 'IncoO XpicToU with ópic8évros 
rather than with &vaotáoecos, and perhaps 
also substituting kat for ££: his rendering was 
et resurrectionis mortuorum Iesu Christo domino 
nostro. Lefèvre proposed ex resurrectione a mortuis, 
Ibesu Christo domino nostro. 


5 ac xod (“et” 1516 = Vg.). For Erasmus’ fre- 
quent substitution of zc in 1519, see on Job. 
1,25. Such changes were mainly for the sake 
of varying the vocabulary. 


5 muneris apostolici functionem | &moooMv 
(“apostolatum” Vg.). See on vs. 1 regarding 
munus apostolicum. Erasmus retains apostolatus 
at the other three passages where &rroc Tor 
occurs: Act. 1,25; 1 Cor. 9,2; Gal. 2,8. In Annot., 
he also approves of the renderings functionem 
apostolicam and legationem banc qua fungimur. 
He defended his use of functio, against Titelmans, 
in Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 970 B-C. 


5 vt obediatur fidei cis makov Tío recs (“ad 
obediendum fidei" Vg.). As indicated in Annot., 
a more literal translation, ad obedientiam fidei 
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(as adopted by Manetti and Lefévre), suffers 
from ambiguity as it could be taken to refer 
to the obedience which faith shows, or the 
obedience which shows faith, or obedience to 
the faith. Erasmus preferred the last of these 
possible interpretations. He retains the gerund 
construction, obediendum, in rendering the same 
phrase at Rom. 6,16 (1519), and introduces it 
at 2 Cor. 10,5 (1519); 1 Petr. 1,22. At Rom. 
16,26, inconsistently, he uses in obedientiam 
fidei, and similarly retains in obedientiam at 
Rom. 15,18; 1 Petr. 1,2. 


5 inter omnes gentes tv não Tos &Oveciv (“in 
omnibus gentibus" Vg.). Such substitutions of 
inter (“among”) are sometimes for the sake of 
varying the vocabulary. See on Job, 15,24. At 
the present passage, it helps to clarify the mean- 
ing, as the Vulgate could be misunderstood as 
implying that the nations were the object of 
faith. 


5 super ipsius nomine Up ToU óvóparros aÙŭTOŬ 
("pro nomine eius" Vg.). The substitution of 
super also occurs in vs. 8, and at Rom. 9,27; 
2 Cor. 12,5; Eph. 6,20. Erasmus connects this 
phrase with rrío-r&cs, whereas Lefèvre preferred 
to link it with étrooToAn: see Annot., and also 
Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 970 C-D. The 
version of Manetti had pro nomine suo. 


6 quorum de numero tv ols (“in quibus" Vg.). 
In Annot., Erasmus gives inter quas as an alter- 
native rendering. As in the previous verse, he 
wishes to avoid the ambiguity of iz. For his 
choice of de numero, see further on Job. 7,50. 


7 qui Romae estis tois oUciv. èv ‘Poun ("qui 
sunt Romae" Vg.). As indicated in Annot., both 
interpretations are legitimate. Erasmus here 
partly follows Lefèvre, who had qui estis Romae 
(cf. also qui agitis in the 1516 edition, for qui 
sunt at Eph. 1,1). 


7 nostro et domino idv Kai kupiou (“et do- 
mino nostro” late Vg.). The late Vulgate word- 
order lacks support from Greek mss. Cf. Annot. 
In effect, Erasmus restores the reading of the 
earlier Vulgate, in agreement with the word- 
ing of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. The 
reading ouv in 1535 is possibly a misprint, 
in view of the retention of zostro in the ac- 
companying Latin translation. An identical 
inconsistency occurs in Lefévre Comm. 


8 super mép (“pro” Vg.). As in vs. 5, Erasmus 
prefers the sense “concerning” rather than “on 
behalf of”, in the present context. 
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TávTOV Úv, oti Á río Tis Gudv KaT- 
ayy£&AAeroi èv 6Aw TH Kkócuc. ’ páp- 
TUS yap pou totiv Ó eds, © Aarpevw 
év TH Trvevpati pou, év TH evayyo 
TOU viot attot, œs &SiaAsimrws uvel- 
av Updv troiotpon P rrávroTe eri TOV 
Tpocsuxóv pou, Sedpevos eire 757 
Tote evoSwOtjcouor èv tÉ BAAT 
TOU 8:00 ¿Aey irpds úuõs. l'iémimro8ó 
yàp i8eiv Upás, iva T1 peraðő& xápiopa 
Uyiv Trveuparrikóv, els TO oTnpry8fivod 
Ús  "roUro Bé ton, cuumrapokAn- 
OFvon èv | óuiv, &1x Tfjg èv AAATAols 
mistes, Uudv te Kal ÈpoŬ. 

BO’ BAw St uðs éryvosiv, &beA- 
poi, Sti ToAAdKis trpoebeUnv EAOEiV 


8 alt. uuwv B-E: npow A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


omnibus vobis, quod fides vestra an- 
nunciatur in toto mundo. °* Testis 
enim mihi est deus, quem colo spiritu 
meo, in euangelio filii ipsius, quod 
indesinenter mentionem vestri faci- 
am semper in precibus meis, orans 
si quo modo tandem aliquando pro- 
sperum iter contingat, volente deo, 
vt veniam ad vos. "Desidero enim 
videre vos, vt aliquod impertiar vobis 
donum spirituale, quo confirmemini: 
?hoc est, vt communem | capiam 
consolationem in vobis, per mutuam 
fidem, vestram simul et meam. 
5Nolo autem vos ignorare fra- 
tres, quod saepe proposueram venire 


9 mihi B-E: meus 4 | quem colo B-E: cui seruio in A | ipsius B-E: sui A | 9-10 faciam 


semper 


.. meis, orans E: facio, semper in orationibus meis deprecans A, faciam, semper ... 


meis orans B-D | 11 Desidero C-E: Desydero 4 B | vobis donum B-E: donum vobis A | 
quo B-E: vt A | 12 in vobis B-E: om. A | 13 saepe B-E: sepe A 


8 quod Sm ("quia" Vg.). Erasmus wishes to 
make clear that this clause contains the subject 
matter of Paul's giving of thanks, rather than 
the reason for it. For his frequent removal of 
quia, see on Iob. 1,20. Manetti also made this 
change. 


8 Uudv (2nd.). The use of fiui in 1516 is in 
conflict with Erasmus' Greek mss. and accom- 
panying Latin translation, and is unsuited to 
the context. It must therefore be considered a 
misprint. 

8 toto ddw (“vniuerso” Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus 
complains that the Vulgate rendering is an ex- 
aggeration. For other substitutions of totus, see 
on Act. 5,34. This change was anticipated by 
Manetti. 


9 mihi pou (“meus” 1516). Erasmus speculates 
in Annot. that the Vulgate use of mihi may re- 
flect a Greek variant, uoi, which is found in 
codd. D* G and a few other mss. However, in 
1519 he restored the Vulgate rendering, which 
he regarded as better Latin style at this point. 
He similarly retained testis enim mibi at Phil. 1,8. 


The more literal meus, adopted in Erasmus’ 
1516 edition, had also been used by Manetti. 
9 quem colo & hatpeio (“cui seruio" 1516 
= Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus distinguishes between 
AeTprUc and BouAeUc. He here adopts the 
rendering offered by Lefévre. See further on 
Act. 7,42, and see also Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
LB IX, 970 D-E. The version of Manetti replaced 
seruio by deseruio. 

9 spiritu tv TH nvevpati (“in spiritu" 1516 
= Vg.). Erasmus understands the preposition in 
an instrumental sense. See Annot., and see also 
on Job. 1,26. 

9 ipsius atrrot (“eius” Vg.; “sui” 1516). The use 
of the reflexive pronoun is intended to refer 
more clearly to God, as the subject of the 
main clause. Manetti made the same change 
as Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 


9 indesinenter &biaAelrrroog (“sine intermissi- 
one" Vg). A similar substitution occurs at 
1 Thess. 1,2; 2,13; 5,17. For Erasmus’ frequent 
avoidance of sine, see on loh. 8,7. He retains 
sine intermissione for txtevis at Act. 12,5. 
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9 mentionem wveiav ("memoriam" Vg). In 
Annot., and also in Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 
LB IX, 970 E-F, Erasmus objects that the phrase 
memoriam facio is not good Latin. He makes a 
similar substitution at Eph. 1,16; 1 Thess. 1,2; 
2 Tim. 1,3; Phm. 4. For mentionem facio, cf. also 
Valla Elegantiae, III, 58; Erasmus Parapbr. in 
Eleg. Laur. Vallae, ASD 1, 4, p. 276, ll. 911-914. 


9 faciam Troio0uot (“facio” 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus 
prefers to use the subjunctive after quod. His 
different punctuation, in 1535, links semper in 
precibus meis with mentionem faciam rather than 
with the following orans. 

10 precibus t&v mpooevyæ&v (“orationibus” 
1516 = Vg.). More often, Erasmus replaces ora- 
tio by precatio or deprecatio: see on Act. 1,14. The 
substitution of preces, in rendering the plural 
of trpoceuyt), also occurs at Eph. 1,16; 1 Thess. 
1,2; Phm. 4, 22; 1 Petr. 3,7; Ap. Iob. 8,4 (all in 
1519). 


10 orans Šeópevos ("obsecrans" Vg.; "deprecans" 
1516). Erasmus reserves obsecro for contexts re- 
quiring the sense of "beseech". He substitutes 
deprecor for oro at Le. 21,36 (1519). Lefèvre had 
rogans. 

10 prosperum iter contingat e&oBoo0rjo ouod ("pro- 
sperum iter habeam" Vg.). Erasmus introduces 
this more idiomatic use of contingo to avoid 
the inelegant combination of habeo and venio. 
Cf. the substitution of contingo for facio at Lc. 
19,9 (1519). See also Annot. The rendering of 
Lefévre was prosperer. 


10 volente deo tv t& BAńparı ToU 9eo0 (“in 
voluntate dei" Vg.). Erasmus gives a less literal 
rendering, taking &v in an instrumental sense: 
see Annot., and also Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 
LB IX, 970 F-971 A. 


10 vt veniam thOciv ("veniendi" Vg.). Erasmus 
here follows Lefèvre, and explains in Annot. 
that he wishes to connect this verb more close- 
ly with the preceding orans. The Vulgate use 
of the gerund veniendi, immediately after der, 
obscures the meaning. 


11 aliquod ... donum spirituale 1 ... x&picya ... 
Trveuperrikóv (“aliquid ... gratiae spiritalis" late 
Vg; "aliquod ... donum ... spirituale" 1516). 
In Annot. (cf. also Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 
LB IX, 971 A-B), Erasmus criticises the diversity 
of renderings of y&piopa at other passages, as 
the Vulgate has donum at Rom. 5,15, 16; 11,29; 
1 Cor. 7,7; donatio at Rom. 12,6; 2 Cor. 1,11; 
charismata at 1 Cor. 12,31; but gratia in nine 
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other instances, in translating the same Greek 
word. Erasmus consistently renders by donum 
(“gift”) at all these passages, and reserves gratia 
(“grace”) for xópis. Further, the Vulgate use 
of the genitive here is unsupported by Greek 
mss. Erasmus' rendering closely resembles that 
of Lefévre, who had aliquod spirituale donum. 
Manetti tried aliquam gratiam spiritualem. 


11 quo confirmemini cig TO oTnpiyðñvai úuðs 
(“ad confirmandos vos" Vg.; "vt confirmemini” 
1516). Erasmus' rendering is closer to the pas- 
sive sense of the Greek verb. Manetti put a4 
confirmandum vos. 


12 boc totrto ("id" Vg.). The rendering of Eras- 
mus is more literal. The same change was made 
by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


12 vt communem capiam consolationem oupmapa- 
KAn8fjvoi ("simul consolari" Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus approves of the objection raised by 
Valla Annot., that the Vulgate was inconsistent 
to retain an infinitive here, while substituting 
a gerundive for the infinitive in vs. 11. Valla 
proposed putting ad simul consolandum, which 
was also adopted by Manetti. Another suggestion 
of Valla was to render this by vt vna consolationem 
siue solatium caperem, which Erasmus’ wording 
closely resembles. A further reason for avoiding 
consolor was that this verb usually has an active 
rather than a passive sense in classical Latin: 
see on Act. 20,12. See also the discussion of this 
passage in Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 
971 B-E. The version of Lefévre simply had vt 
consoler, but in Comm. he also suggested ad 
simul consolandum. 


12 in vobis tv Upiv (1516 Lat. omits). The omis- 
sion of these words from the 1516 rendering 
seems to have been accidental. Lefévre put 
vobiscum. 


12 mutuam iv &AA)AoIs (“eam quae inuicem 
est” Vg.). Erasmus here adopts the simpler ren- 
dering proposed by Lefévre, avoiding the use 
of inuicem. See also on Job. 13,34, and Annot. 


12 simul et te wat (“atque” Vg.). Erasmus, as 
usual, offers a more accurate rendering of ‘te 
xai. See on Act. 1,1. Manetti just changed atque 
to ac, while Lefèvre had vestramque atque for 
vestram atque. 


13 quod 61 (“quia” Vg). See on Job. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 
13 proposueram tooe8iuny (“proposui” Vg.) 
For Erasmus' fondness for the pluperfect, see 
on Job. 1,19. 
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Tepes UpGs, Kal exwAvenvy &ypi ToU 
SeUpo, iva kxapróv tiva cyó xol 
èv óyuiv, kaOcs koi èv Toig Aorrois 
&0veciv. ““EAAnol te Kai pappá- 
pois, copois te Kai dvorTois, Spel- 
Aétns siut Bottws TÒ kar èpè 
Trpdbuyov, Kal Upiv Tois iv "Pour eò- 
ayytAicac8oi. où yap èmaoyv- 
voar TÒ esvayyéAlov ToU XpicToQ0. 
Súvamış yap Seo égotiv eis corn- 
píav mavti TÀ motevovTi, "louSaíco 


13 exwAvOnv A-C: ekoAvOnv D E 
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ad vos, licet praepeditus fuerim ad 
hunc vsque diem, quo fructum ali- 
quem haberem inter vos quoque, 
quemadmodum et inter reliquas gen- 
tes. "Graecis simul et barbaris, eru- 
ditis pariter ac rudibus, debitor sum: 
Sita quantum in me est, paratus 
sum vobis quoque qui Romae estis, 
euangelizare. !$Non enim me pudet 
euangelii Christi. Potentia siquidem est 
dei, ad salutem omni credenti, Iudaeo 


13 licet ... vsque B-E: sed prohibitus fui vsque ad hunc A | inter vos B-E: in vobis Æ | inter 
reliquas gentes B-E: in reliquis gentibus | 14 Graecis simul B-E: Et graecis/4 | eruditis pariter 
ac rudibus B-E: et sapientibus et stultis /4 | 15 in me est B-E; ad me attinet A | Romae 4 E: 


Rhomae B-D 


13 licet kai ("et" Vg.; "sed" 1516). Erasmus uses 
licet at several other passages in the Epistles, in 
the sense of "although", to render el kad, kaíro: 
and Kaltrep at 2 Cor. 11,6; Hebr. 4,3 (1519); 7,5, 
following the example of the Vulgate at 2 Cor. 
12,15. Cf. also on Joh. 7,19, for his use of et 
tamen to convey the adversative sense of kai at 
other passages. 

13 praepeditus. fuerim txwd0Onv ("prohibitus 
sum" Vg.; "prohibitus fui" 1516). The spelling 
&koAVOnv in 1527-35 is a misprint. In 1535 
Annot., Erasmus discusses the possibility that 
Paul was literally forbidden to go to Rome by 
the Holy Spirit (cf. Act. 16,6-7), but prefers to 
understand the Greek verb in its more com- 
mon sense of "hinder". This was comparable 
with the Vulgate use of impedio for &ykórro 
at Rom. 15,22, in a similar context. Lefévre 
Comm. explained the meaning as impedimento 
detentus. 

13 ad bunc vsque diem &ypi ToU Beüpo ("vsque 
adhuc" Vg.; "vsque ad hunc diem" 1516). For 
Erasmus' removal of the doubled adverbs vsque 
adbuc, vsque modo, and vsque nunc, see on Iob. 
2,10. Lefèvre tried hucusque. 

13 quo iva ("vt" Vg.). Erasmus substitutes guo 
for vt at eighteen other N.T. passages, mainly 
for the sake of varying the vocabulary. 

13 fructum aliquem. kapróv tiva ("aliquem 
fructum" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects a different 
Greek word-order, Tiv& kaptrév, found in 


codd. N A B C D" G and most other mss., 
including 1, 2105, 2816. Erasmus follows his 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by a few other 
late mss. This poorly attested variant was retained 
by the Textus Receptus. 


13 haberem oy (“habeam” Vg.). The use of 
the imperfect subjunctive follows from Erasmus' 
earlier substitution of the pluperfect proposueram. 
In 1516 Annot., he had the misspelling &yó, 
exactly as in Lefévre Comm. and without support 
from any of his usual mss. 

13 inter vos quoque xoi tv Üyiv (“in vobis" 
late Vg. and some Vg. mss.; "in vobis quoque" 
1516). See on vs. 5 for the substitution of inter. 
The late Vulgate omission of et corresponds 
with the omission of kal in cod. G and a few 
other mss. See Annot. The version of Manetti 
added et before im vobis, as found in many 
Vulgate mss., while Lefèvre added etiam before 
fructum. 

13 quemadmodum xa&cos (“sicut” Vg.). In the 
Epistles, Erasmus uses quemadmodum far more 
frequently than sieut, in rendering as, otrep 
and koc. This substitution also occurs in 
the Gospels, but less often. See on Act. 11,15. 
Lefévre made the same change. 

13 inter reliquas gentes tv xoig Aovmoig E0- 
veoiv ("in caeteris gentibus" Vg; "in reliquis 
gentibus" 1516). For inter, see on vs. 5. Other 
substitutions of reliqui for caeteri occur at 
Me. 16,13; Act. 15,17; Rom. 11,7; 1 Cor. 7,12; 
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2 Cor. 13,2; Phil. 4,3, 8, in rendering Aoitroi 


and KaráAorror. 


14 Graecis simul et “EXAnol te Kai ("Graecis 
ac" Vg.; "Et graecis et” 1516). For Erasmus’ 
greater accuracy in rendering Te Kad, see on Act. 
1,1. In Annot., he also suggests Graecisque ac. 
Manetti and Lefévre had the same rendering as 
Erasmus’ 1516 edition. Valla Annot proposed 
Graecis pariter et. 


14 eruditis pariter ac copois te Kai (“sapienti- 
bus et" Vg.; "et sapientibus et” 1516). For Te 
kal, see again on Act. 1,1. In Annot., Erasmus 
also suggests sapientibusque et, following Valla 
Annot. He further argues that copés here has 
more to do with acquired learning than with 
innate wisdom or intelligence. Cf. his replace- 
ment of sapientia by eruditus (or eruditio in 
1516) at 1 Cor. 1,17. Ambrosiaster's comment 
was "mundanis rationibus eruditi". Manetti 
had et sapientibus et (though in Pal. Lat. 45, the 
first et was a later insertion). Lefèvre put tam 
sapientibus quam. 

14 rudibus &votyvois (“insipientibus” Vg.; “stul- 
tis" 1516). In Annot., Erasmus gives crassus or 
indoctus as alternative renderings, but rejects 
stultus. The Vulgate word, like stultus, meant 
"foolish", rather than "untaught" or "lacking 
in knowledge". At the other five N.T. occur- 
rences of d&véntos, Erasmus retains stultus at 
Le. 24,25; Gal. 3,3, and substitutes stultus for 
insensatus at Gal. 3,1, for inutilis at 1 Tim. 6,9, 
and for insipiens at Tit. 3,3. Elsewhere he sub- 
stitutes rudis for expers in rendering &rreipos at 
Hebr. 5,13. 


15 quantum in me est, paratus sum TÒ KAT’ Èpè 
Trpó8upov (“quod in me promptum est” Vg.; 
"quantum ad me attinet, paratus sum" 1516). 
Erasmus gives a clearer sense than the literal 
Vulgate rendering. His use of quantum may be 
compared with his substitution of quantum 
attinet ad carnem in rendering TÒ Kat& cdpKa 
at Rom. 9,5, and quantum in vobis est for T t€ 
ouv at Rom. 12,18. He retains promptus for 
mpóðupoş at Mt. 26,41; Mc. 14,38, and for 
Trpo6uyía at 2 Cor. 8,11. In Annot., Erasmus 
commends the interpretation offered by Valla 
Annot., taking TÒ mpó6upov as equivalent to 
the noun promptitudo. Valla rendered the phrase 
by pro meo in vobis studio. Lefevre tried adeo vt 
et in me promptitudo sit. Manetti had the word- 
order quod est in me promptum. 

15 vobis quoque xoi wpiv (“et vobis" Vg.). 
For Erasmus’ increased use of 4uoque, see on 
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lob. 5,27. Manetti had etiam vobis. Lefévre 
added et before in me: see the previous note. 

16 me pudet euangelii Evoao x Ovopon TÒ evaryyé- 
Mov (“erubesco euangelium" Vg.). As indicated 
in Annot., Erasmus prefers the construction of 
me pudet with the genitive, as being better Latin 
style. He makes a similar substitution at Mc. 
8,38; Lc. 9,26 (1522); 2 Tim. 1,8. At 2 Tim. 1,16 
(1522), he was content to retain erubesco, while 


converting the accompanying accusative into 
an ablative preceded by de (cf. de quibus nunc 
erubescitis at Rom. 6,21). Where an object was 
not required, he retained erubesco at Le. 13,17; 
16,3, or converted confundor to erubesco at 2 Tim. 
1,12; Hebr. 2,11; 11,16. Elsewhere he makes use 
of pudefacio. 

16 Christi to Xpio tot (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission is supported by p% N A B C D* G 
and a few later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, in company with D" and 
also 1, 2105, 2816 and most other late mss. 
See Annot. A similar restoration of Christi 
occurs at 1 Cor. 9,18. The question here is 
whether certain scribes added ToU XpicToU 
from familiarity with the phrase evayyéA1ov 
ToU XpicToÜU at other passages, or whether 
some scribes (either accidentally or delibe- 
rately) omitted these words. At Phil. 1,27, for 
example, ToU XpiotoU was omitted after eù- 
ayysAiou by cod. N *, contrary to the testi- 
mony of most other mss. At several other 
passages, the phrase evayyéAiov ToU Xpic ToU 
was altered to eùayyéħMov ToU 9:00, and 
elsewhere evaryyéAiov ToU co sometimes 
became evayyéAiov ToU XpicToU, in a few 
mss. At the present passage, Manetti and Lefévre 
made the same correction as Erasmus. 

16 Potentia Bvayis ("Virtus" Vg.). See on vs. 4, 
and Annot. The rendering offered by Lefèvre 
was potestas. 

16 siquidem yap ("enim" Vg.). This change was 
for the sake of stylistic variety, to avoid the 
repetition of enim from earlier in the verse. See 
on Job. 3,34; 4,47. 


16 est dei oŭ torv ("dei est" Vg.). The 
Vulgate word-order is more literal. 

16 ad els ("in" Vg). This change was pre- 
viously made by Lefévre. Erasmus similarly 
substitutes ad salutem for in salutem at Rom. 
10,1, 10; 2 Cor. 7,10 (1519); Hebr. 11,7; 1 Petr. 
1,5, following the example of the Vulgate at 
2 Tim. 3,15. However, he retains in salutem at 
Phil. 1,19; 2 Thess. 2,13; Hebr. 9,28. 
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Te TedTov kai “EAAnu. 17 Sixoioowvn 
yap Geot iv atta droKaAuTTtetal ÈK 
tiotews els miotiv: ka&cos | yéypatrtai, 
O &è Sixaios èk triotews GüosTod. 
BAToKaAUTTTETAl yap pyh S00 
é&m' ovpavot, mi T&cav doéPeiav 
xai  óA&ikíav — ávOpcxyrov  TÓv TAV 
é&Angeav èv obliga — KarTeyovT@v’ 
PBilóri TÒ yvooTóv ToU Geol pa- 
vepóv otv £v avtos. ó yap Beds 
aUTois épavipwoe. tà yàp d&dpa- 
TX  aUTOU, mò KtTicews  Kóouou 
TOls Trowjuaci vooUueva Kadopatai, 


fj Te  Aíbiog oaUToU  BUvogus Koi 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


primum simul et Graeco. "Iustitia 
enim dei per illud patefit ex | fide 
in fidem: sicuti scriptum est: lustus 
autem ex fide victurus est. 

? Palam fit enim ira dei de coelo 
aduersus omnem impietatem et iniu- 
stitiam hominum, qui veritatem in 
iniustitia detinent: ” propterea quod 
id quod de deo cognosci potest, ma- 
nifestum est in illis. Deus enim illis 
patefecit. ? Siquidem quae sunt in- 
uisibilia illius, ex creatione mundi, 
dum per opera intelliguntur, peruiden- 
tur ipsaque aeterna eius potentia ac 


18 avOporrov C-E: av6porrov A B | 19 yvocrov C-E: yvootov A B 


17 per illud patefit B-E: manifestatur A | 


18 Palam fit B-E: Manifestatur 4 | 19 


id ... 


potest B-E: de deo cognobile est, id /4. | patefecit B-E: manifestauit 4 | 20 potentia ac B-E: 


om. A 


16 simul et te ... xal (“et” Vg.). See on Act. 1,1, 
and Annot. The version of Lefèvre put atque. 


17 per illud tv aùt& ("in eo” Vg; 1516 Lat. 
omits). For Erasmus' preference for understand- 
ing év in an instrumental sense, see further on 
Joh. 3,21. In the Epistles, this change from in 
to per occurred about 180 times in the 1519 
edition. Erasmus also rejects the frequent Vulgate 
practice of using iz with an accusative when 
rendering such phrases, as this inaccurately 
made év the equivalent of “into”. The omission 
of in eo in the 1516 rendering here seems to 
have been accidental: cf. the omission of ix 
vobi in vs.12. By using the neuter, illud, 
Erasmus makes a clearer connection with exan- 
gelium, preventing the phrase from being taken 
to mean "in him”. Manetti put iz ipso. 


17 patefit érrokoArrrreron (“reuelatur” Vg.; *ma- 
nifestatur" 1516). The substitution of manifesto 
for reuelo, in 1516, also occurs in vs. 18, and 
additionally manifesto replaces patefacto at Rom. 
16,26. The verb patefacto, which was more 
commonly used by classical authors, is used 
only once in 1516, translating yvæpičw at Eph. 
1,9, but in 1519 it is introduced at ten further 
passages of the Epistles, usually replacing reuelo 
and manifesto in rendering éctrokaAUTTTw and 
pavepów. For Erasmus’ removal of manifesto in 
1519, see on Zoh. 1,31. Other substitutions for 


reuelo are retego at Mt. 10,26; Lc. 2,35 (both in 
1519); 2 Cor. 3,18 (as recommended in Annot. 
on Rom. 1,18), and aperio at Lc. 10,22 (1519), 
but more often reuelo is retained. 


17 sicuti Koes (“sicut” Vg.). The form sicuti 
occurs at ten other passages in Erasmus' N.T. 
translation, but only at Eph. 3,5; 1 Job. 3,2 
in the Vulgate N.T. See also on vti for vt at 
Act. 23,20. 


17 victurus est G'oevon (“viuit” Vg.). The present 
tense of the Vulgate lacks Greek ms. support. 
In Annot., Erasmus gives vinet as an alterna- 
tive rendering, which had been proposed by 
Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. By adopting 
victurus, he perhaps hoped to prevent the trans- 
lation from being accidentally changed back to 
viuit, which could easily arise from the alteration 
of a single letter. 


18 Palam fit AvroxoA wu rereraa ("Reuelatur" Vg.; 
"Manifestatur" 1516). This change may be 
compared with the substitution of palam facio 
(or palam fio) for reuelatio in rendering &mro- 
xáAuwyis at Rom. 8,19 (1519), and for manifesto 
in rendering pavepów at 2 Cor. 7,12; 2 Tim. 
1,10 (1519), following the example of the Vulgate 
in rendering Seixvupi at Ap. Job. 1,1. See Annot., 
and see also on vs. 17 above, and on Jof. 1,31. 


18 aduersus ttri (“super” Vg.). The stronger ren- 
dering offered by Erasmus (meaning "against" 
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rather than "upon") is better suited to the 
context. Cf. on 2 Thess. 244. 


18 dvOpdmrrav. The incorrect spelling &v- 
@pétrev in 1516-19 perhaps arose from the 
typesetter misunderstanding the abbreviation 
&vav, customarily used in the Greek mss. 


18 qui t&v (“eorum qui" Vg.). Both render- 
ings are legitimate. Lefévre placed eorum before 
hominum. 


18 veritatem tiv &Nügeiav. ("veritatem dei” 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate addition has little 
support among the Greek mss. See Annot. This 
passage is mentioned in the Quae Sint Addita. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same correc- 
tion as Erasmus, restoring the earlier Vulgate 
reading. 

19 propterea quod 1471 ("quia" Vg.; "propterea" 
1516). A similar substitution of propterea quod 
occurs in vs. 21, and also at Act. 10,20 (1519); 
Rom. 3,20; Hebr. 11,5; 1 Petr. 1,24. Further, 
propterea quod replaces eo quod at Hebr. 11,23, 
and is put in place of quoniam at Rom. 8,7; 
1 Cor. 15,9; 1 Thess. 2,8; 4,6; 1 Petr. 1,16. C£. 
also on Act. 8,11. The Vulgate word resembles 
óm in codd. D*" G, though these mss. do not 
make the same change in vs. 21. 


19 id quod de deo cognosci potest, manifestum o 
yvwotov ToU bot pavepdv (“quod notum est 
dei, manifestum" Vg.; "quod de deo cognobile 
est, id manifestum" 1516). Erasmus' rendering 
is clearer and more accurate. See Annot. The 
word which he chose in 1516, cognobilis, was 
rare in classical usage. The incorrect spelling 
yvocTóv, in 1516-19, is not found in Erasmus’ 
Basle mss. The version of Lefévre had notitia 
dei manifesta. 

19 patefecit tpavépwoe (“manifestauit” 1516 
7 Vg.). see on vs. 17. By making this change, 
Erasmus loses the connection between pavepdov 
and pavepów in this verse. 

20 Siquidem quae sunt inuisibilia tà yàp &óporra 
("Inuisibilia enim" Vg.). See on Job. 3,34; 4,47, 
regarding siquidem. Erasmus is more precise in 
providing a rendering of vá. Lefèvre had Nam 
inuisibilia. 

20 illius atrrot (“ipsius” Vg. Erasmus no 
doubt felt that a reflexive pronoun was unduly 
emphatic here. Similar substitutions of is or ille 
for ipse occur quite frequently at other passages. 
In Romans - 2 Thessalonians, there are thirty- 
seven instances of this kind of change, not 
including passages affected by the use of a 
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different Greek text. Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefèvre put eius. 


20 ex creatione &mó Kticews (“a creatura" Vg.). 
Erasmus' rendering is closer to the Greek text, 
and resembles the wording of Valla Annot. and 
Manetti, who both proposed a creatione, though 
neither creatio nor creatura is used in such a 
context among classical authors (in Pal Lat. 45, 


creatione is a later correction). See Annot. Erasmus 
usually retains creatura for Krícis, and a for 
&rró in such phrases. Lefèvre had a conditione. 


20 dum ... intelliguntur vooúpeva ("intellecta" 
Vg.). Erasmus conveys the continuous sense of 
the present participle more accurately. Other 
instances of the use of dum for this purpose 
can be found at e.g. Mt. 13,29; Act. 1,3; 14,17 
(1519); Rom. 3,21 (1519); 2 Cor. 3,3, follow- 
ing the example of the Vulgate at Mt. 25,10; 
Le. 24,36; Act. 9,32. See Annot. 


20 per opera ois moiuaoi ("per ea quae facta 
sunt” Vg.). The use of opus for troinua also oc- 
curs at Eph. 2,10 (1522). The simpler rendering 
offered by Erasmus may have been influenced 
by the suggestion of Valla Annot., proposing 
operibus or factis. Manetti combined these two 
in ex operibus factis. Lefèvre had operibus ipsis. 


20 peruidentur «a8op&roa "conspiciuntur" Vg.). 
Erasmus does not elsewhere use perwideo in 
the N.T. The suggestion of Valla Annot. was 
cernuntur. Both renderings were designed to 
convey the sense that the znuisibilia were seen 
clearly or fully, and not merely glimpsed. 


20 ipsaque aeterna Ñ te &tS105 ("sempiterna 
quoque" Vg.). For Erasmus' objections to the 
use of quoque for Te, see on Job. 2,15, and see 
also Annot. The use of -que was similarly recom- 
mended by Valla Annot. The substitution of 
aeternus for sempiternus also occurs in rendering 
els tov aldva at Mt. 21,19. In rendering Sià 
travtés at 2 Thess. 3,16, Erasmus replaces 
sempiternus by semper. He further substitutes 
perpetuo and in perpetuum for in sempiternum in 
rendering els TO Sinvexés at Hebr. 10,12, 14, 
and also replaces sempiternus by perpetuus in 
rendering &rrapóparros at Hebr. 7,24. However, 
he retains sempiternus for aicovios at 1 Tim. 6,16. 
Manetti had et sempiterna at the present passage. 
Lefèvre put id est sempiterna in his translation, 
but sempiternaque in Comm. 


20 potentia ac Bivayis Kal ("virtus et” late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss., with Vg"; "virtus ac” other 
Vg. mss., with Vg"; omitted in 1516 Lat.). See 
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O0nórns, cis TO elven 
&varroAoy'rous, 7181671 
Tov Oedv, où% as bedv ibótacav 
fj evyapiotnoav, GAA’ éeuaTaidbn- 
cav èv oig Siadoyiopois oUTóv, 
Kal $é&okoTícón fj d&oüUverog attdév 
Kapdia. 2doKovtes elvai cogoi, 
tpopavenoav, Zka fAAafav Tih 
SdEav ToU dpOdptou 9:00, èv pol- 


auTous 
yvovtes 


@pati eikdvos pbaptot — &vOpoorrou, 
koi  meT&vOv Kal «= te | toarTrdBeov 
Kol éptretév. Sò Kal mapé- 
SwKev autous 6 sòs iv Tais 
émidupiais — TOv Kapdidv — avTOv, 
els àkaðapoiav, Tot  éripáZeo0ot 
Ta ompata  aUTOv v  tavutois 


21 frustrati B-E: vanifacti A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


diuinitas, in hoc vt sint inexcusabi- 
les: ?' propterea quod quum deum 
cognouerint, non vt deum glorifica- 
uerunt, neque grati fuerunt: sed fru- 
strati sunt per cogitationes suas, et 
obtenebratum est insciens cor eorum. 
Z()uum se crederent esse sapientes, 
stulti facti sunt: — Pmutaueruntque 
gloriam immortalis dei, per imagi- 
nem, non solum ad mortalis homi- 
nis similitudinem effictam, ve|rum 
etiam volatilium et quadrupedum et 
reptilium. ^ Quapropter tradidit illos 
deus per cupiditates cordium suorum, 
in immunditiam, vt ignominia af- 
ficiant corpora sua inter se mutuo: 


per cogitationes suas B-E: in cogitationibus suis A | 
23 mutaueruntque B-E: et mutauerunt 4 | 


immortalis B-E: incorruptibilis 4 | per .. 


etiam B-E: in assimilatione imaginis corruptibilis hominis, et 4 | 24 per cupiditates B D E: 
in desyderiis A, per cupiditares C | mutuo B-E: ipsos A 


on vs. 4 regarding the substitution of potentia, 
and on Job. 1,25 for the use of ac. The omission 
of these words from the 1516 rendering seems 
to have been inadvertent. Lefévre had potestas 
ac. Manetti replaced eius virtus et by virtus sua 
et. 


20 in hoc vt sint els tò elvai ("ita vt sint" late 
Vg. and some Vg. mss., with Vg"*; "vt sint" 
some Vg. mss., with Vg"). In Annot., Erasmus 
criticises the (late) Vulgate for altering the sense 
of the Greek, which literally expresses purpose 
rather than consequence. Other instances of 
this use of in hoc vt can be found e.g. at Rom. 
3,26; 11,11; 15,13, 16. Cf. also the insertion of 
ob id or ad boc in rendering Ttpós TÒ at 1 Thess. 
2,9; 2 Thess. 3,8. Manetti had ot ipsi sint, and 
Lefèvre just vt sint. 


21 propterea quod Bio: ("Quia" Vg). See on 
vs. 19. 


21 quum deum cognouerint yvóvtes Tov Ocóv 
("cum cognouissent deum" Vg). Either ren- 
dering is acceptable, though the Vulgate more 
closely adheres to the Greek word-order. A 
comparable change of tense occurs at vs. 32. At 
the present passage, Erasmus' choice of the 
perfect subjunctive was the same as in the ver- 
sion of Lefévre, who had cum cognouerint deum. 


21 vt cos (“sicut” Vg.) In the Pauline Epistles, 
Erasmus tends to avoid using sicut with nouns. 
Other such changes are to be found e.g. at Rom. 
5,15; 9,29; 1 Cor. 7,7-8; 14,33. Lefèvre put 
tanquam. 


21 neque Ñ (aut" Vg.). Cod. 2815 substituted 
xai for fj. Erasmus follows cod. 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816 and nearly all other mss. He 
also, no doubt, regarded the sequence zo ... 
neque as better style than non ... aut. 

21 grati fuerunt euyaplorncav ("gratias ege- 
runt" Vg.). Elsewhere Erasmus usually retains 
gratias ago for this Greek verb. 


21 frustrati sunt Éuocronc8moav (“euanuerunt” 
Vg.; "vanifacti sunt" 1516). In Annot., Erasmus 
objects to exanesco, in the sense of "vanish", as 
being inaccurate and unsuited to the context. 
He also introduces frustror at Hebr. 4,1, to 
render Uotepéw. His choice of vanifacio in 
1516 is not found in classical authors. The use 
of frustror was suggested in Lefèvre Comm. 


21 per cogitationes suas èv Toig Biadoyiopois 
ourév ("in cogitationibus suis" 1516 = Vg.). 
See on vs. 17. 


21 obtenebratum est toxotioðn ("obscuratum 
est” Vg). A similar substitution occurs at 
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Rom. 11,10. C£. Eph. 4,18, where Erasmus re- 
places tenebris obscuratus with obtenebratus. The 
verb obtenebro, however, does not occur in clas- 
sical Latin. For Erasmus' fondness for words 
commencing with ob, see on Act. 10,38. 

21 insciens douvetos (“insipiens” Vg.). Erasmus 
reserves insipiens for &ppoov at six passages, and 
once for &cogos. At Rom. 1,31, he renders 


douvetos by expers intelligentiae, and at Rom. 
10,19 by stultus. 


22 Quum se crederent p&oxovres (“Dicentes enim 
se" Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus also suggested pu- 
tarent ot profiterentur. The latter rendering would 
have been more accurate. He retains dico for 
Q&oxko at Act. 24,9; Ap. loh. 2,2. In cod. 2815, 
Kai is inserted before pd&oxovtes, with little 
other ms. support. Erasmus here followed cod. 
2817, in company with 1, 2105, 2816. In omit- 
ting enim, he is closer to the Greek text, and 
further noted in Annot. the omission of this 
word in some Vulgate mss. Both Manetti and 
Lefèvre likewise omitted enim. 


23 mutaueruntque xoà. f\AAagav (“et mutaue- 
runt" 1516 = Vg.). For the use of -4ue, see on 
lob. 1,39. 

23 immortalis àg8áprov ("incorruptibilis" 1516 
7 Vg.). A similar substitution occurs at 1 Petr. 
1,4, 23. As indicated in Annot., this change was 
better suited to the context, and in accord with 
Vulgate usage at 1 Tim. 1,17. However, Erasmus 
uses incorruptibilis, a non-classical expression, 
for &pOaptos at 1 Cor. 15,52 (1519). At 1 Cor. 
9,25, he replaces incorruptus by aeternus, in 
rendering the same Greek word. See also on 
immortalitas for &g@apoia at Rom. 2,7. 


23 per imaginem ... etiam tv 6poimpati elkóvos 
Q0aproU dvOpetrou, Kai ("in similitudinem 
imaginis corruptibilis hominis, et" Vg; "in 
assimilatione imaginis corruptibilis hominis, 
et" 1516). Erasmus uses an extra five words to 
clarify the meaning, though his construction 
non solum ... sed etiam is not warranted by the 
Greek text. See Annot., and also on vs. 17 for 
per. A similar substitution of mortalis occurs at 
1 Petr. 1,23. In rendering paptds elsewhere, 
Erasmus replaces corruptibilis with periturus at 
1 Cor. 9,25, and with caducus at 1 Petr. 1,18. At 
the same time, he is content to use corruptibilis 
at 1 Cor. 15,53-4, because of the need to put 
mortalis for 9vryróc in 1 Cor. 15,54. His use 
of assimilatio in the present verse in 1516 is 
paralleled by the substitution of assimulatio, 
again in 1516 only, in rendering dpoiapa at 


31 


Rom. 8,3. Lefèvre omitted imaginis from his 
translation, but not in Comm. 


23 volatilium Trerewóv ("volucrum" Vg.). This 
change is in accordance with Vulgate usage at 
Mt. 6,26; Act. 10,12; 11,6. More often, Erasmus 
retains volucris. 

23 reptilium tpnet&v (serpentium" Vg.). See 
on Aq. 10,12. Manetti and Lefèvre both preferred 
the spelling serpentum. 

24 Quapropter 816 «ai ("Propter quod" Vg). 
See on Act. 10,29. In leaving kaí untranslated, 
Erasmus follows the Vulgate, though the latter 
reflects a text in which kai is omitted, as in 
codd. N A B C and some other mss. His Greek 
text here follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with D G and most other mss., including 
1, 2105, 2816. The version of Manetti had 
Quare, and Lefèvre Propter quod et. 


24 per cupiditates tv vois &mupíons (“in deside- 
ria" Vg.; "in desyderiis" 1516). See on vs. 17 for 
per. The word cupiditas, here referring to sinful 
desire, is better suited to the context. A similar 
substitution of cupiditas for desiderium occurs 
at 1 Tim. 6,9 and lud. 18 (1519). In Annot., 
Erasmus also suggests using concupiscentias. His 
rendering in 1516 exactly agreed with that of 
Lefèvre. 


24 cordium t&v kapõı&v (“cordis” Vg.). Eras- 
mus is more literal here. The Vulgate singular 
is not explicitly supported by Greek mss. See 
Annot. and Valla Annot. The versions of Manetti 
and Lefèvre made the same change. 


24 suorum aùt&v (“eorum” Vg.). This substi- 
tution produces consistency with corpora sua 
later in the sentence. Manetti made the same 
change, while Valla Annot. had sui. 

24 vt ignominia afficiant oU è&tipáčeoða (“vt 
contumeliis afficiant” Vg.). The Vulgate phrase 
would be more appropriate to the utterance of 
verbal insults than to the present context of 
dishonouring the human body by immoral 
behaviour. A similar substitution of ignominia 
occurs at Rom. 9,21, in rendering é&tipia. Eras- 
mus further replaces inhonoro by ignominia 
afficio at Iob. 8,49 (1519): see ad loc. However, 
he uses contumeliis (or contumelia) afficio for 
étipa eo at Lc. 20,11; Act. 5,41 (1519). Erasmus’ 
rendering of the present passage is identical 
with that of Lefévre. Manetti had vt inbonorent. 
24 inter se mutuo èv éautois (“in semet ipsis" 
Vg. "inter se ipsos" 1516). A similar substitution 
of vobis mutuo occurs in rendering &avrois at 
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Boitives perAAa£av hv  &Aj9eav 
autos v TH wevSe, Kai eoeBdobn- 
cav Kai £A&rpeucav Tíj KTioe: Trap& 
Tov Ktioavta, Ss totiv evAoynTds els 
tous aidvas, dur. 

% Ai& toUTo mapéðwkev atTtous 6 
Besòs eis TráOn dtipias: ai te yàp 05- 
Asian ata yetHAAaEav Tiv puoiKiyy 
xpo, eis thy mapà púoiv 7 ópoiws 
Te Kal oi dpoeves, åpévTeşs THY puo- 
KTV xpficiv Tis OnAeias, EexavSnoav 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


qui commutarunt veritatem eius 


mendacio: et venerati sunt, colu- 
eruntque ea quae condita sunt, supra 
eum qui condidit, qui est laudandus 
in secula, amen. 

% Quamobrem tradidit eos deus in 
cupiditates ignominiosas: nam et foe- 
minae illorum mutauerunt naturalem 
vsum, in eum qui est praeter natu- 
ram: "similiterque et masculi, re- 
licto naturali vsu foeminae, exarserunt 


26 xpnoww B-E: xpnow tns 9nAeas A | 27 6nA&as A B E: budeias C D 


25 mendacio B-E: in mendacio 4 | 


et venerati sunt 4° B-E: om. A* | 


colueruntque B-E: 


et coluerunt A | secula C-E: saecula Æ B | 26 Quamobrem B-E: Propter hoc. A | vsum B-E: 


vsum foeminae A 


Col. 3,13. See on Joh. 13,34 for the use of mu- 
tuo, and on Joh. 15,24 regarding inter. See also 
Annot. The version of Lefévre was in se ipsis. 


25 qui oftives (“quia” late Vg). Erasmus is 
more accurate here, giving the same rendering 
as the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 


25 commutarunt petiAdAaEav (“commutaue- 
runt” Vg). In Annot., Erasmus also suggests 
transmutauerunt, a word which had already been 
used by Manetti. Erasmus usually retains the 
longer form of the perfect tense, -amerunt. 
Other instances of the shortened form are 
found e.g. at Mt. 9,31; 14,12; 21,7; Me. 16,13; 
Act. 6,11. Occasionally, for stylistic variety, he 
also uses shortened forms of the perfect sub- 
junctive (-arim, -aris, -arit). 

25 eius o) ToO (“dei” Vg.). Erasmus here follows 
cod. 2815, apparently without other ms. support, 
and somewhat implausibly justified this reading 
in Annot. on the grounds that it avoided a 
repetition of the name of God, in view of the 
occurrence of eós near the beginning of vs. 24. 
The Vulgate reflects a Greek text having tot 
coU, attested by codd. 1, 2105, 2816, 2817 and 
virtually all other mss. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus 
cites both readings without appearing to be 
aware of the discrepancy: in his notes on vs. 23 
he refers forward to this passage as having ToU 
oU, but in his note on vs. 25 he gives avtot 
as the text. 


25 mendacio tv 16 evSei ("in mendacium" 
late Vg.; "in mendacio" 1516 = Vg. mss.). Again 
Erasmus takes év in an instrumental sense: see 
on Tob. 1,26, and Annot. 


25 et venerati sunt, colueruntque xoà toeBác9noav 
xol &&rpeucav (“et coluerunt et seruierunt” 
Vg.; "et venerati sunt et coluerunt" 1516 errata). 
In Annot., Erasmus distinguishes between oeBa- 
Jovan (here rendered by veneror), in the sense 
of showing reverence for divinity and majesty, 
and AarrpeUo, as meaning "worship". Elsewhere 
he is sometimes content to retain colo for the 
related verb, oéfouoa. See also on colo in vs. 9, 
above. For -que, see on loh. 1,39. The render- 
ing adopted in the 1516 errata is exactly that 
of Lefèvre. Manetti substituted deseruterunt for 
seruierunt. 


25 ea quae condita sunt ti «tice: (“creaturae” 
Vg.). In using the plural, Erasmus is less strictly 
literal than the Vulgate. For his treatment of 
xTícis, see on vs. 20. He also uses condo to 
replace creo in rendering krí&c at 1 Cor. 11,9; 
Eph. 2,10; 3,9; 4,24; Col. 3,10, and in rendering 
KatacKkeudde at Hebr. 3,4. A problem with 
condo is that in classical usage it tends to mean 
"establish" or "compose", without implying a 
divine act of creation from nothing. At the 
present passage, Lefévre put creaturam. 

25 supra mapá ("potius quam" Vg.). Erasmus 
here understands trapá in the sense of “beyond” 
or “more than”, whereas potius quam would 
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imply "rather than" or "instead of". At Lc. 
13,2, he follows the Vulgate in rendering rrapá 
by prae, in a similar context. C£. his use of supra 
for tapá at Le. 13,4 (1516 only), or vltra at 
Le. 13,4 (1519); Hebr. 1,9. See also Annot. The 
version of Manetti had praeter creatorem for 
potius quam creatori. Lefèvre rendered by praeter- 
misso creatore, though in Comm. he also made 
use of praeter eum qui creauit. 


25 eum qui condidit tov «ticavta (“creatori” 
Vg.). By using a verb, Erasmus keeps closer to 
the sense of the Greek participle. See also 
Annot. His rendering may have been partly 
influenced by Lefévre Comm.: see the previous 
note. 


25 laudandus eüNoyryrós ("benedictus" Vg.). A 
similar change occurs, in the interests of accu- 
racy, at Lc. 1,68 (1519); Rom. 9,5; 2 Cor. 11,31 
(1519); 1 Petr. 1,3. The Greek expression meant 
“should be praised" rather than “is blessed”. 
See Annot., and also Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., 
ASD IX, 2, p. 164, ll. 5-17, where Erasmus 
explains that some readers might otherwise 
suppose that benedictus referred to the practice 
of making the sign of the cross. He retains 
benedictus for this Greek word at Mc. 14,61; 
2 Cor. 1,3; Eph. 1,3. 


26 Quamobrem Aix xoUro (“Propterea” Vg.; 
"Propter hoc" 1516). The word quamobrem is 
used by Erasmus elsewhere only at 2 Cor. 12,10, 
to render 81d. His rendering in 1516 was 
exactly that of Lefèvre. Manetti put deo. 


26 eos .. illorum aÙtoùs ...oxrró (“illos ... 
eorum" Vg.). By altering these pronouns, Eras- 
mus avoids the repetitious appearance of eorum 
. eum within the same clause. Manetti and 
Lefèvre had eos ... eorum. 


26 cupiditates t&ðn "passiones" Vg). The word 
passio is rare in classical Latin. In Annot., Eras- 
mus went further and described it as a novel 
and artificial expression. He recommended using 
affectus, which was also the preference of Valla 
Annot. and Lefèvre, and which Erasmus adopted 
at 1 Thess. 4,5. At Col. 3,5, he rendered mrá$os 
by mollicies. The use of cupiditas at the present 
passage obscures the distinction between rrérüos 
and ém@upia, especially when (in 1519) the 
latter term is rendered by cupiditas in vs. 24, 
above. 


26 ignominiosas &vipias (“ignominiae” Vg.) 
The Vulgate is more literal, but for the sake of 
clarity Erasmus uses an adjective: see Annot., 


33 


where he also suggests dedecorosos or contumeliosos. 
Valla Annot. proposed contumeliae. 


26 et te (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission is 
not explicitly supported by Greek mss. The 
version of Lefévre made the same correction as 
Erasmus. 


26 mutauerunt pethAdAaEav (“immutauerunt” 
Vg). By making this change while retaining 
mutauerunt for fjAAo£av in vs. 23, Erasmus 
removes the slight distinction between the two 
Greek verbs. In vs. 25, on the other hand, he 
was content to retain commuto for peraAA éco. 
The present change may have been influenced 
by Lefévre, who had the same wording. 


26 vsum yxpijow ("vsum foeminae" 1516). In 
1516, Erasmus followed cod. 2815, which added 
Tis OnAeias, with little other ms. support. His 
codd. 1, 2105, 2816, 2817 all have just xpfjciv. 
In 1519 Annot., he describes the other reading 
as a mistaken addition, taken from the following 
sentence (in vs. 27). 


26 eum thv ("eum vsum" Vg.). The Vulgate 
addition partly corresponds with the addition 
of xpijow after puoi in codd. D* G. Both 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same correction 
as Erasmus. 


26 praeter apd (“contra” Vg.). The same sub- 
stitution, in rendering Trap& in the sense of 
“beyond”, occurs at Rom. 4,18; 11,24, following 
the example of the Vulgate at 1 Cor. 3,11; Gal. 
1,8, 9; Hebr. 11,11. Erasmus retains contra for 
Trap at Act. 18,13, and even substitutes contra 
for praeter at Rom. 16,17. Manetti anticipated 
Erasmus’ use of praeter at the present passage. 


27 similiterque Syoiws te ("Similiter autem” 
Vg.). The Vulgate reflects a text substituting 5é 
for te, as in codd. A D* G and many other 
mss., including 2816. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817 in company with X B Der 
and a large section of the later mss., including 
cod. 1. In cod. C, together with cod. 2105 and 
many other late mss, te is simply omitted, 
corresponding with the omission of autem in 
Manetti's translation. 


27 &poeves (1st.). The text of cod. 2815* here 
had &ppsves, which was corrected (possibly by 
Erasmus) to read &poeves, as found in cod. 
2817 together with Pi B D* G and a few later 
mss. The reading &ppeves, which Erasmus rejec- 
ted, had additional support from codd. 1, 2105, 
2816, along with most other mss., commencing 
with N A C Der, 
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év Tij Opé€er aUTOv eis GAATAous, &p- 
oeves £v Spoeot TÅV doynyoouvny KAT- 
epyaouevol, Kal Thy dvtipiobiay, iv ee 
Tis TrÀávns auTOv, £v &avois &rroAap- 
Pávovres. ? kal kaðds oùk &bokínacav 
Tov Gedv yew èv &mryvoxcei, mrapéSo- 
Kev autous 6 Osós cis &SdKipOV vot, 
Troiiv Tà pt ko&ikovra, ” mremAnpo- 
Mévous Tr&cr) &Sikia, Tropveia, | Trovn- 
pia, TrAcove§ia, kakía, uso Tous q8óvov, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


per appetentiam sul, alius in alium, 
masculi in masculos foeditatem per- 
petrantes, et praemium quod oportuit 
erroris sui in sese recipientes. ™Et 
quemadmodum non probauerunt vt 
deum agnoscerent, ita tradidit eos 
deus in reprobam mentem, vt face- 
rent quae non conueniebat: ” repleti 
omni iniustitia, scortatione, versu- 
tia, auaritia, malitia, pleni inuidia, 


27 per appetentiam B-E: in appetentia/4 | sese B-E: seipsos/4 | 28 agnoscerent B-E: haberent 
in cognitione A | 29 scortatione B-E: fornicatione A | versutia 4° B-E: om. A* 


27 per appetentiam sui ty ti ópé&ei avtév (“in 
desideriis suis” Vg.; “in appetentia sui” 1516). 
The Vulgate use of the plural was less accurate. 
Erasmus wished to distinguish dpe€is from 
émOupia. Cf. Annot. He understands abtév as 
a reflexive pronoun, referring to mutual lust. 
For Erasmus' innovation in 1519, in using the 
rough breathing on the third-person pronoun, 
see on Joh, 2,21. In Romans - 2 Thessalonians, 
the 1519 edition has nine other instances of 
alto, cutis, aX TOV, etc., at Rom. 2,15; 8,29; 
1 Cor. 11,4; Gal. 4,25; Eph. 1,5, 9 (twice), 20; 
Col. 2,15. Of these, otot at 1 Cor. 11,4 
reverted to owtoU in 1527. At Eph. 1,9, avtot 
(1st.) became avtot from 1522 onwards, and 
at 2 Cor. 3,14, otté&v became otrtév in 1535. 
The only instance noticed in the 1516 edition, 
in this part of the N.T., is at 1 Cor. 8,3, where 
the rough breathing on the pronoun was clearly 
a printing error (Ur aútoŬ). It may incidentally 
be noted that in Erasmus' editions, contrary to 
modern practice, breathings and accents were 
frequently placed on the first vowel of an initial 
diphthong (e.g. as é&vroO, at the passage just 
mentioned). In 1516 Annot., Erasmus incorrectly 
omits Tij, contrary to the wording of his Basle 
mss. The version of Manetti had in desiderio suo, 
and Lefèvre in concupiscentia sua. 


27 alius in alium els &AAhAous (“in inuicem" 
Vg.). See on Job. 4,33 for Erasmus’ avoidance 
of inuicem. Manetti's version omitted this phrase. 
Lefèvre put in se inuicem. 

27 foeditatem thy àoynuocúvnv (turpitudi- 
nem" Vg.). At Ap. Iob. 16,15, the only other 
N.T. occurrence of this Greek word, Erasmus 
retains turpitudo. At Eph. 5,4, rendering ado pó- 
TNS, he replaces turpitudo with obscoenitas. 


27 perpetrantes kocrepyatóusvoi. (“operantes” 
Vg.. Erasmus wishes to convey the greater 
emphasis of the Greek compound verb. A si- 
milar substitution occurs at Rom. 2,9; 7,17, 20 
(both in 1519). He further substitutes pario at 
Rom. 5,3; 2 Cor. 4,17; 7,10; Iac. 1,3; gigno at 
Rom. 7,8, 13; 2 Cor. 7,11; ago at Rom. 7,15; patro 
at 1 Cor. 5,3; adfero at 2 Cor. 7,10; and efficio 
at 2 Cor. 9,11; Jac. 1,20. However, he retains 
operor at Rom. 4,15; Phil. 2,12. 


27 praemium quod Thy &viicOÍav, Tiv (“merce- 
dem quam" Vg.). From Annot., it appears that 
Erasmus felt that praemium better conveyed the 
required sense of retribution, but merces can 
also have this meaning in classical authors. A 
similar substitution of praemium occurs in ren- 
dering pioOds at Mt. 5,46; 6,1; 1 Cor. 9,17, 18, 
though without any pejorative connotation. 
Manetti tried conuententem mercedem quam. 


27 sese tautois (“semet ipsis" Vg; "seipsos" 
1516). See on Job. 7,35 for Erasmus’ use of sese. 
Lefèvre had seipsis. 


28 quemadmodum ... ita «ocos ("sicut" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,13. 


28 ut... agnoscerent Éxew Ev &rryvoocti ("habere 
in notitia" late Vg. and some Vg. mss., with 
Vg", "habere in notitiam" some Vg. mss., with 
Veg"; “vt ... haberent in cognitione" 1516). In 
Annot., Erasmus argues that &ríyvocig here 
means a grateful acknowledgment rather than 
merely intellectual knowledge. Cf. also on 
lob. 8,43. He retains notitia for yv@ois at 
2 Cor. 2,14. 


28 eos aùtoús (“illos” late Vg. and some Vg. 
mss., with Vg""). Erasmus frequently removes 
the pronoun, ille, sometimes for the sake of 
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variety, and sometimes because it appeared 
unduly emphatic. Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same change here. The reading eos is also 
found in some Vulgate mss., together with 


Ve". 
28 ó Geds. These two words were omitted in 


cod. 2815, accompanied by N* A 0172* and 
a few later mss. Erasmus’ text here follows 


cod. 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816"* and 


most other mss., commencing with t4 *" B C 
D G 0172", 


28 reprobam mentem &&ókwiov voUv (“reprobum 
sensum" Vg.) A similar change from sensus 
("sense" or "perception") to the more accurate 
mens ("mind") is made at thirteen other pas- 
sages, e.g. in rendering voOs at Lc. 24,45; Rom. 
11,34; 12,2; 14,5; 1 Cor. 1,10, and &ií&voia at 
Col. 1,21; 1 Job. 5,20. See Annot. At Eph. 4,17 
(1516 only) and Phil. 4,7, Erasmus replaces 
sensus by intellectus, as used by the Vulgate at 
Ap. Iob. 13,18. Lefévre Comm. offered the same 
rendering as Erasmus, though Lefévre's preferred 
translation was improbam mentem. 


28 vt facerent roieiv (“vt faciant" Vg.). Either 
rendering is satisfactory, following the use of 
tradidit eaxlier in the sentence. Manetti preferred 
ad faciendum, and Lefèvre faciendi. 


28 quae non conueniebat Tà wh kKaðhkovra (“ea 
quae non conueniunt" late Vg.). The impersonal, 
singular verb comueniebat implies an accom- 
panying infinitive, such as facere, which Erasmus 
idiomatically leaves unexpressed. See also Annot. 
The rendering of Lefévre was quae non decent. 


29 repleti ... pleni ve&mAnpouévous ... LETTOUS 
("repletos ... plenos" Vg.). The Vulgate use of 
the accusative refers back to illos in vs. 28. 
Erasmus uses the nominative, to agree with the 
implied subject of facerent: see Annot. 


29 iniustitia &Bixig (“iniquitate” Vg.). Erasmus 
seeks to give a more literal rendering of the 
Greek word, as meaning "injustice", though 
iniustitia does not adequately convey the addi- 
tional connotation of “unrighteousness”. The 
word iniquitas was more frequently used among 
classical authors, originally meaning “inequality” 
or “unfairness”: it was only at a later period 
that it acquired the meaning of “sin” and 
“wickedness”. A similar substitution occurs 
at nine other passages, in accordance with 
Vulgate usage at Job. 7,18; Rom. 1,18. At a 
further nine passages, iniquitas is retained in 
rendering the same Greek word. See also on 
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Act. 3,26. The spelling in 1516-22 is usually 
iniusticia. In 1527, all instances of iniusticia in 
Romans were changed to iniustitia, and finally 
in 1535 this change was made in the other N.T. 
books. Lefévre made the same substitution of 
iniusticia here. 

29 scortatione ... malitia wopveig, trovnpia, 
trAsovefia, kaxig (“malitia, fornicatione, aua- 
Titia, nequitia" Vg., "fornicatione, auaritia, ma- 
litia” 1516 Lat. text). In cod. 2815, vrovnpía is 
omitted, in company with D*'PP* G and a few 
later mss., corresponding with the omission of 
versutia (or nequitia) in the 1516 printed text 
of Erasmus' Latin translation. Possibly it was 
his original intention to omit rrovnpíq from 
his Greek text. However, during the typesetting 
of the volume, either Erasmus or his assistants 
adopted trovnpia from cod. 2817, supported 
by 1, 2105, 2816*4 and most other late mss., 
and the Latin translation was subsequently 
made to conform with this in the 1516 errata 
list. In codd. X A B C 0172“4, trovnpia is 
included, but tropveia omitted, and these mss. 
further present several different varieties of 
word-order for this passage. In Annot., Erasmus 
observed that such lists were commonly subject 
to textual variation among the mss., though his 
criticisms of the Vulgate rendering of kaxig 
and trovnpi¢ reflect an assumption that the 
Vulgate was based on the same Greek word- 
order that he found in Greek mss. such as 
cod. 2817. He claimed that the Vulgate use of 
nequitia and malitia corresponded respectively 
with koxig and trovnpig, but in view of 
Vulgate practice at most other passages, it 
appears more likely that the opposite is the 
case, and that the Vulgate nequitia here rep- 
resents rrovnpía, and malitia kaxig (a rare 
exception is the Vulgate use of nequitia for 
Kaxia at Act. 8,22). The implied Greek word- 
order underlying the Vulgate would then be 
Kaki, Tropveía, TrAeove&ía, rrovnpía, despite 
the absence of early ms. support for this read- 
ing. In his translation of tovnpig, Erasmus’ 
use of versutia is hence better understood as a 
replacement for nequitia, and not for malitia as 
alleged in Annot. Other substitutions of versu- 
tia for nequitia occur in rendering trovnpia at 
1 Cor. 5,8, and in rendering kupela at Eph. 4,14. 
Elsewhere Erasmus used versutia for Aadioupyia 
at Act. 13,10 (1519), and for tavoupyia at 
Lc. 20,23; 2 Cor. 11,3. The only Vulgate N.T. 
instance of versutia is in rendering Uirékpiois 
at Mc. 12,15, where Erasmus replaces it with 
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povou, Epidos, SdAou, KAKO- 
m8cías, ^ wiOupicTés,  KarraAdAous, 
Seootuyeis, | Üüppicrós, Ürmepngó- 
vous,  dAalovas,  Epsuperós Ka- 
Kav, yoveUciv — creieis, &cvu- 
VÉTOUS, d&ouvdétous, &oTOpyous, 
dotrdévSous,  áveAeuovag *oitives 
TÒ Sixaloua — ToU — 0:00 èm- 
yvovres, OT: oil TH TolovTa 
trpdooovtes  && o1  8avéárou  eioív, 
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29 caede B-E: cede A | 
inuentores A | 


simulatio. For his removal of nequitia from the 
N.T., see further on Act. 3,26, and for the 
substitution of scortatio for fornicatio, see on Iob. 
8,41. Lefèvre put fornicatione, nequitia, auaritia, 
malignitate. 

29 caede póvov (“homicidiis” late Vg.; "homi- 
cidio" Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate use of the 
plural has little ms. support other than pdvoov 
in cod. G. See Annot. A similar substitution 
of caedes occurs at Mt. 15,19; Mc. 15,7; Gal. 
5,21, following the example of the Vulgate at 
Act. 9,1. Erasmus retains homicidium for pdvos 
at Mc. 7,21; Le. 23,19, 25; Ap. Iob. 9,21, and 
also in rendering povevw at Mt. 19,18. At the 
present passage, his adoption of caede coincides 
with the rendering of Lefévre. Manetti had 
homicidio. 

29 malis praediti moribus ... xaxonðeias (“ma- 
lignitate” Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus objects that 
malignitas denotes “meanness”, whereas kako- 
hea suggested a harsh disposition. In 1519, 
similarly, he replaced malignus by malus in four 
places. Lefèvre had deprauata consuetudine. 


30 obtrectatores kataAdcAous (“detractores” Vg.; 
“oblocutores” 1516). Erasmus distinguished be- 
tween a detractor, who undermines someone's 
reputation, and an obtrectator, who declaims 
abusively against another person (“qui male 
praedicat”): see Annot. The word oblocutor, adop- 
ted in 1516, was extremely rare in classical 
usage (found only in Plautus Miles Gloriosus 
643). 


30 dei osores Geootuyeis (“deo odibiles” Vg.). 
As Erasmus points out in Annot., the Greek 


30  obtrectatores B-E: oblocutores ÆA | 
31 pactorum haudquaquam tenaces B-E: incompositi A 
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caede, conten|tione, dolo, malis prae- 
diti moribus, susurrones, * obtrecta- 
tores, dei osores, contumeliosi, elati, 
gloriosi, excogitatores malorum, paren- 
tibus immorigeri, expertes intelli- 
gentiae, pactorum haudquaquam tena- 
ces, alieni a charitatis affectu, nescii 
foederis, immisericordes: qui quum 
dei iustitiam nouerint, nempe quod 
ii qui talia faciunt, digni sint morte, 


excogitatores B-E; 


word denotes those who hate God rather than 
those who are hated by God. 


30 elati, gloriosi ümeprip&vous, &Xatóvas (“su- 
perbos, elatos" Vg.). Erasmus would have done 
better to retain the more pejorative superbus 
("proud"), as at Lc. 1,51; 2 Tim. 3,2; 1 Petr. 5,5. 
At 2 Tim. 3,2, he replaces elatus by fastuosus, in 
rendering &AaGoov. In Annot., he cites Plautus 
in favour of his choice of gloriosus, in the sense 
of “boastful”, though at two other passages he 
uses gloriosus in a more favourable sense, meaning 
"glorious", as at Eph. 5,27; Phil. 3,21 (1519). 
Lefèvre had superbos, arrogantes. 


30 excogitatores Épeuperás (“inuentores” 1516 
= Vg... The word excogitator is rare in classical 
literature, but helps to make clear that such 
persons produced evil schemes from within 
their own minds, and that they were not merely 
innocent "discoverers" of other people's sins. 
In Annot., he offers the non-classical adinuen- 
tores as a literal rendering, and interprets the 
Greek prefix èọ- as signifying that such people 
produced “additional” evils. Manetti preferred 
repertores. 

30 immorigeri &rreiOeis ("non obedientes" Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at 2 Tim. 3,2. 
Erasmus further replaces incredibilis by immori- 
gerus at Tit. 1,16 (1516-19 only). In classical 
usage, morigerus (“obliging”) exists, but not its 
opposite, immorigerus. In Annot., Erasmus also 
suggests inobedientes, as adopted at Le. 1,17 
(1519); Act. 26,19; Tit. 3,3, and which was also 
used by Manetti at the present passage. Lefèvre 
preferred rebelles. 
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31 expertes. intelligentiae &ovvérous (“insipien- 
tes" Vg.). See on vs. 21 (insciens), and for expers 
see on Act. 14,17. For intelligentia, see also on 
1 Cor. 1,19. In 1516-27 Annot., lemma, Erasmus 
rendered as sine intellectu. 


31 pactorum. haudquaquam tenaces &ouvOtrous 
(“incompositos” Vg.; “incompositi” 1516). The 
Vulgate translation, meaning "in a state of dis- 
order", is inaccurate, as the Greek word refers 
to those who break an agreement. In Annot., 
Erasmus cites Theophylact in favour of his ren- 
dering (cod. 2105°™™: rois cuyrrepoovnuévots 
uf éppévovras). Regarding incompositos, see 
also Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 971 F- 
972 C. For baudquaquam, see on Iob. 18,30. 


31 alieni a charitatis affectu &orópyous (“sine 
affectione" Vg.). Erasmus adds charitate ("love"), 
having in mind that in classical Latin both 
affectio and affectus, when used without further 
qualification, could refer to any form of emo- 
tion. Further, whereas affectus was sometimes 
used on its own to mean "love", affectio did not 
have this specific meaning among the earlier 
classical authors. Cf. Annot. In rendering the 
same Greek word at 2 Tim. 3,3, Erasmus replaces 
sine affectione by carentes affectu. He also uses 
affectus at eleven other passages, e.g. in affectus 
misericordiae at Mt. 9,36; 14,14; Mc. 6,34. A 
comparable use of alienus occurs in alienus ab 
auaritia at 1 Tim. 3,3 and Hebr. 13,5. For the 
removal of sine, see on Iob. 8,7. Manetti put 
importunos, and Lefèvre sine dilectione. 


31 nescii foederis &omóvõousş ("absque foedere" 
Vg.). Erasmus' rendering (meaning "ignorant 
about agreements") is scarcely any more 
satisfactory than the Vulgate phrase (which 
means "without agreement"). At 2 Tim. 3,3, he 
makes a similar substitution of nescius foederis 
for sine pace. In Annot., Erasmus mentions 
another sense of the Greek word, as mean- 
ing “irreconcilable”, which would have fitted 
the present context. He also offers foedifragos 
(“breakers of agreements”), a rare classical word 
which had been adopted by Manetti. 


31 immisericordes &vsAetuovas (“sine misericor- 
dia" Vg.). For the avoidance of sine, see on Job. 
8,7, and Annot. This change was anticipated by 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


32 quum .. nouerint èmryvóvtes ("cum .. 
cognouissent" Vg.). Although zosco and cogno- 
sco are often used interchangeably, Erasmus 
sometimes distinguishes between sosco in the 
sense of "know" and cognosco in the sense of 
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"find out" or "recognise". Other substitutions 
of nosco which involve this distinction can be 
found at 1 Cor. 2,11; 8,2; Phil. 2,22; 2 Tim. 2,19. 
The change of tense to zouerint is comparable 
with the substitution of cognouerint in vs. 21. 
Lefévre had cognoscentes. 


32 dei iustitiam TO Bixalwpa ToU O00 (“iusti- 
tiam dei" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order is closer 


to the Greek. 


32 nempe quod &i (“non intellexerunt quoniam" 
Vg.). The Vulgate addition of non intellexerunt 
corresponds with the addition of ovx tvénoav 
in cod. D*, or otk £yvocav in cod. G (before 
$T), though these Greek variants possibly ori- 
ginated as a retranslation from one of the Old 
Latin versions. In Annot., Erasmus mentions 
the absence of these two words from the Greek 
mss., echoing a criticism made by Valla Annot., 
and concluded that the Latin translator had 
added the words to complete the sense of the 
passage. This passage was therefore assigned 
to the Quae Sint Addita. In 1529, opposing 
Erasmus’ correction of the Vulgate, Titelmans 
cited a Greek codex (formerly in the posses- 
sion of Amandus of Zierikzee) which added 
où cuvijkav. Erasmus surmised that this 
item came from the Augustinian priory of 
Corsendonck, but it was a different ms. from 
the one which he himself had borrowed from 
that monastery when preparing his 1519 edition, 
namely cod. 3, as the latter does not contain 
these two words. See F. Titelmans Collationes 
quinque super epistolam ad Romanos (Antwerp, 
1529), f. 49r, and Erasmus Resp. ad collat. iuv. 
geront., LB IX, 972 C-F. In the 1516 N.T., nempe 
was used at eighteen passages (in Matthew, 
Mark, and the Epistles), as an explanatory 
addition to convey the sense of “that is”. This 
word does not occur in the Vulgate N.T. For 
the substitution of quod for quoniam, see on 
Toh. 1,20. Lefèvre and Manetti both substituted 
quod for quoniam, and Lefévre further omitted 
non intellexerunt. 


32 ii qui talia faciunt oi Ta Toiatta mpéc- 
covres ("qui talia agunt" Vg... See on Act. 
15,29 for this substitution of facio. Erasmus 
more often retains ago for this Greek verb. The 
added pronoun, ii, completes the grammatical 
construction by supplying an antecedent for 
qui. 

32 sint eioiv ("sunt" Vg.). Erasmus prefers the 


subjunctive after the earlier 4wod. See on 
Iob. 1,20. 
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oU uóvov aUT& Trol00c0iv, &AAà kai 
cuveubokoÜUci Tois Trpáooouci. 


T, 


Aid | é&vomoAóynros ef, © ðv- 


Opcoxre, T&s ó kpivæv. èv à yàp 
Kpíveis Tov Etepov, ceavTóv KaTaKpi- 
veis. TH yap oUT&à Trpdooels ó Kpiveov. 
?oibauev 5E StI TÒ Kpipa ToU Oto0 
iori kar& óAfj0eav Emi ToUg Tà TOI- 
aŭta Tpáccovras. *AoyiZn St ToUTo, 
© &vOporre 6 kplvov tots Tà TolaxÜ- 
Ta tpdcoovtas, kai Troidv aUrá, ÖTI 
cU exqpevEn TÒ kpipa ToU Geo; tñ 
TOU TWAoUTOU Tis KpnoToTHTos aÙTOŬ 
Kai Tfj; åvoxñs Kal Tfjg uakpo8upías 
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non solum ea faciunt, verum etiam 
assentiuntur iis qui faciunt. 


Quapro|pter inexcusabilis es o 

homo, quisquis es qui iudicas. 
Nam hoc ipso quod iudicas alte- 
rum, te ipsum condemnas. Eadem 
enim facis, tu qui iudicas. ?Scimus 
autem quod iudicium dei est se- 
cundum veritatem aduersus eos qui 
talia agunt. ?Cogitas autem hoc, o 
homo qui iudicas eos qui talia faci- 
unt, et facis eadem, quod tu suffugies 
iudicium dei? ‘Aut diuitias bonita- 
tis ilius ac tolerantiae lenitatisque 


2,1 avarmroAoyrtos A B C° D E: atroAoyntos C* | 2 Se B-E: yap A 


2,1 hoc ipso B-E: in hoc/4 | Eadem ... iudicas B-E: om. A | 4 ac B-E:etA | lenitatisque B-E: 


et longanimitatis A 


32 solum uóvov (“solum qui" late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss). The late Vulgate (and Old 
Latin) addition is unsupported by Greek mss., 
though in Annot. on Rom. 2,1, Erasmus alludes 
to the possible existence of a text which once 
had oi after uóvov. Lefèvre similarly omitted 
qui. 


32 verum etiam &XXà xai ("sed etiam qui" late 
Vg.) Again the late Vulgate addition of qui 
lacks Greek support. See on Job, 15,24 for 
Erasmus’ use of verum etiam. Lefèvre had sed 
etiam, omitting qui. Some Vulgate mss. also had 
sed et qui, and others just sed et. 


32 assentiuntur ovvevSoxoUo1 (“consentiunt” 
Vg.). See on Act. 22,20. 


32 iis qui faciunt tois mpácaouoci (“facienti- 
bus” Vg.). Erasmus’ fuller rendering takes more 
account of the Greek article rois. Lefèvre put 
agentibus. 

2,1 Quapropter Aid ("Propter quod” Vg.). See on 
Act. 10,29. This change was in agreement with 
the wording of Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 


1 quisquis es T&S (“omnis” Vg). See on Joh. 
4,14, and Annot. Erasmus may have been in- 
fluenced by Lefévre's use of quicunque es. 


1 Nam boc ipso quod tv & yáp ("In quo enim" 
Vg.; "Nam in hoc” 1516). For nam, see on Job. 
3,34. Erasmus takes v & as meaning “insofar 
as" or "by virtue of the fact that", rather than 
"in whom" or “in what": see Annot. 


1 iudicas alterum «piveig tov Etepov ("alterum 
iudicas" late Vg.). Erasmus follows the Greek 
word-order more literally, in agreement with 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 
Lefèvre put iudicas alium. 


1 Eadem ... iudicas tx yàp ... Kpiveov (omitted 
in 1516 Lat.). The omission of this sentence in 
the 1516 rendering was probably accidental, 
and unrelated to the Greek mss. It could have 
arisen from a mistake of the typesetter, mis- 
understanding Erasmus' intended correction 
of quae to qui. 


1 fads Tmpácces (“agis” Vg). See on Act. 
15,29. 
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1 tu qui 6 (“quae” late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). 
In 1519 Annot, Erasmus speculates that the 
late Vulgate reading may have been based on 
a different Greek text, having & xpiveis in- 
stead of ó xpiveov, but he did not find this 
reading in his Greek mss. Both Manetti and 
Lefévre put qui, as in some mss. of the earlier 
Vulgate. 


2 autem Be (“enim” Vg). In the 1516 Greek 
text, the reading y&p was taken from cod. 
2817, in company with N C and a few later 
mss., together with the Vulgate. In 1519, Erasmus 
corrected this to 5&, with support from codd. 
1, 3, 2105, 2815, 2816 and most other mss., 
commencing with A B D. The substitution of 
autem was in agreement with the wording of 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


2 quod 411 (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefèvre again made the same 
change as Erasmus. 


2 aduersus tri (“in” Vg.). See on Act. 9,1. 


2 tpdooovtas. Erasmus’ cod. 2815 has the 
"Attic" spelling, rpárrovras. His Greek text 
here follows cod. 2817, along with 1, 2105, 
2816 and most other mss. 


3 Cogitas AoyiZn (“Existimas” Vg.). Erasmus 
felt that existimo meant holding a tentative or 
possibly fallacious opinion on a matter, whereas 
AoyíZopo implied a greater degree of certainty: 
see especially Annot. on Rom. 8,18. A similar 
substitution occurs at 2 Cor. 10,2 (1535); 12,6, 
consistent with Vulgate usage at 1 Cor. 13,5, 11; 
2 Cor. 3,5; Phil. 4,8. Erasmus substitutes reputo 
at Rom. 6,11 (1527); 8,18; aestimo at 1 Cor. 4,1; 
and arbitror at 2 Cor. 11,5. However, he retains 
existimo at Rom. 14,14, in rendering the same 
Greek verb. According to Valla, existimo was the 
equivalent of iudico: see his Elegantiae, V, 20; 
Erasmus Paraphr. in Eleg. Laur. Vallae, ASD 
I, 4, p. 251, Il. 219-222. Lefévre’s rendering was 
Putas. 


3 qui iudicas 6 xpívwv (“omnis qui iudicas" 
Vg. 1527). The late Vulgate addition of omnis 
lacks Greek ms. support, and looks like a 
harmonisation with vs. 1. The added word is 
also found in the Froben Vulgate of 1514, 
though not that of 1491. The word was omitted 
by the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefévre (both columns). 


3 qui... faciunt Tous ... mpácoovras ("qui ... 
agunt" Vg.). See on Act. 15,29. This substitution 
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removes the distinction between Trpáccc and 
TONED. 


LI 


3 eadem aùÙTtå (“ea” Vg.). Either rendering is 
legitimate. The use of eadem was already pro- 
posed by Lefévre. 


3 quod Sti (“quia” Vg). See on lob. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 


3 suffugies Exoeut (“effugies” Vg). At Mt. 
23,33, Erasmus uses effugio iudicium in render- 
ing peúyw &rró Tis kpícecos, and also retains 
effugio for Expevyoo at Act. 19,16; 2 Cor. 11,33; 
1 Thess. 5,3; Hebr. 2,3. 


4 Aut fj. ("An" Vg). A similar substitution 
occurs at Gal. 1,10. Erasmus elsewhere quite 
often retains an for 7}. 


4 ilius aùtoŭ (“eius” Vg). This change is 
mainly for the sake of variety, in view of the 
use of eos in vs. 3. Manetti preferred suae. 


4 ac xai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Iob. 1,25. 


4 tolerantiae tis &voyfis (“patientiae” Vg.). C£. 
Erasmus’ adoption of quae deus tolerauit for tv 
TH &voxíj ToU Geot at Rom. 3,26 (1519). A 
comparable substitution of tolerantia, in render- 
ing Utropovt), occurs at Rom. 2,7 (1516 only); 
2 Cor. 6,4; Col. 1,11 (1519); 2 Thess. 1,4; Hebr. 
12,1, following the example of the Vulgate at 
2 Cor. 1,6. However, at other passages, Erasmus 
more frequently retains patientia for wmropovh. 


4 lenitatisque «cà Tfjs paxpoOuplas (“et longa- 
nimitatis” 1516 = Vg.). A similar substitution 
occurs at Gal. 5,22; 2 Tim. 3,10 (both in 1519). 
In rendering the same Greek word elsewhere in 
the 1519 edition, Erasmus used animi lenitas to 
replace longanimitas at 2 Cor. 6,6, and to replace 
patientia at Rom. 9,22; Eph. 4,2, and similarly 
substituted Jenitas for patientia at Col. 3,12; 
2 Tim. 4,2; 1 Petr. 3,20; at Col. 1,11 and 2 Petr. 
3,15, longanimitas was replaced by patientia; and 
at 1 Tim. 1,16, patientia was replaced by dementia. 
The result was that, in 1519, Erasmus completely 
removed longanimitas from the N.T., recognising 
that the word did not occur in classical Latin 
usage: cf. 1519 Annot. on 2 Tim. 4,2. In 1516, 
he had no qualms about using longanimitas, 
and even substituted it for patientia at Rom. 
9,22; Eph. 4,2; Col. 3,12; 1 Tim. 1,16; 2 Tim. 
4,2; Hebr. 6,12; 1 Petr. 3,20 (all in 1516 only). 
He also used lemitas for mpgdtns, replacing 
mansuetudo at 1 Cor. 4,21; 2 Cor. 10,1, and 
replacing modestia at Col. 3,12 (1516 only). For 
-que, see on loh. 1,39. 
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Katappoveis, &yvodv St: TO ypn- 
cTóv ToU 8:00 eis yeTavoidy oe eye; 
5kará è Thy oKAnpdétnT& cou Kal 
&uetavéntov Kapdiav, Snoaupites os- 
aui opyiv iv fjuépa òpyñs, koi 
åmokañúyews Sixaioxpicias ToU OtoQ, 
ös dtroBwoe Exdotw KaTa Tà Épya 
avrow "rois uiv Kad’ Urropoviy Epyou 
àyaðoŭ Bó&av koi Tiv Kod &pbapai- 
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contemnis, ignorans quod bonitas 
dei ad poenitentiam te inuitat? Sed 
iuxta duritiam tuam et cor poenitere 
nescium, colligis tibi ipsi iram in 
die irae, quo patefiet iustum iudicium 
dei, ‘qui redditurus est vnicuique 
iuxta facta sua: “his quidem qui 
perseuerantes in benefaciendo, glori- 
am et honorem et immortalitatem 


av GnroUci, Go] aioviov ®tois & quaerunt, vitam aeternam: ‘iis vero 
5 opynv C-E: opyuv A B. | Bikoiokpicias B-E: kat &ikoaokpicias A 
5 quo patefiet iustum iudicium B-E: et reuelationis, et iusti iudicii Æ | 7 perseuerantes in 


benefaciendo B-E: iuxta tolerantiam boni operis A 


4 contemnis, ignorans .. inuitat? Katagpoveis, 
é&yvodv .. dye; (“contemnis? Ignoras ... 
adducit." late Vg.). The late Vulgate alteration 
of participle into main verb is unsupported by 
Greek mss. Erasmus does not elsewhere use 
inuito for &yw. See Annot., and cf. also Resp. 
ad collat. iuv. geront, LB IX, 973 C-F. His 
change of verb is doctrinally questionable, as 
the weaker inuito no longer speaks of the 
exercise of divine power in leading people to 
repent. Both Manetti and Lefèvre had ignorans. 
Lefévre also made the same correction of punc- 
tuation as Erasmus. 


4 quod &t1 (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Ioh. 1,20. 
The same change was made by Manetti and 
Lefévre. 


4 bonitas Tò xpnoTóv ("benignitas" Vg.). This 
change treats TÒ ypnotdv as the equivalent of 
xpnoórns, for which Erasmus retained bonitas 
earlier in the present verse as well as at Rom. 
11,22; Tit. 3,4. The word bonitas means both 
goodness and kindness, while benignitas refers 
mainly to kindness or generosity. Cf. Annot., 
where Erasmus cites bonitas as the Vulgate read- 
ing; in fact, this was the wording of Ambro- 
siaster. In rendering ypnotétns elsewhere, he 
retains benignitas from the late Vulgate at Gal. 
5,22, and even substitutes benignitas for bonitas 


at Eph. 2,7, and for suauitas at 2 Cor. 6,6. At 
Col. 3,12, he replaces benignitas by comitas. Valla 
regarded bonitas and benignitas as partly synony- 
mous: see Elegantiae, IV, 100; Erasmus Paraphr. 
in Eleg. Laur. Vallae, ASD 1, 4, p. 228, 1. 583. 


5 Sed iuxta word Sé ("Secundum autem” late 
Vg.). See on Joh. 1,26 regarding sed, and on 
Act. 13,23 for iuxta. Lefèvre omitted autem. The 
earlier Vulgate placed autem after duritiam. 


5 poenitere nescium &yeravóryrov (“impoenitens” 
Vg.). The word impoenitens, or inpaenitens, does 
not exist in classical usage. In /4770t., Erasmus 
also suggests using resipiscere rather than poenitere. 
See also on Act. 2,38. The Vulgate, including 
the Vulgate columns of Lefévre and of Eras- 
mus’ 1527 edition, places impoenitens before cor, 
literally conforming with the Greek word-order, 
but in Annot., lemma, it is cor impoenitens, as 
found in some Vulgate mss. 


5 colligis OnoaupiZers (“thesaurizas” Vg.). Else- 
where Erasmus replaces thesaurizo by repono at 
Mt. 6,19 and 2 Cor. 12,14 (1516 only), following 
the example of the Vulgate at 2 Petr. 3,7; by 
recondo at Mt. 6,20; Lc. 12,21 (1519); 2 Cor. 
12,14 (1519), in accordance with Vulgate usage 
at 1 Cor. 16,2; and by thesaurum congero at lac. 
5,3 (1519). Further, in rendering é&mo8noaupizo 
at 1 Tim. 6,19, Erasmus replaces thesaurizo by 
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repono in 1516, and recondo in 1519. In Annot., 
and also in Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 
973 F-974 A, Erasmus objects to the Vulgate 
use of thesaurizo, which does not occur in 
classical authors, and is no more than a trans- 
literation of the Greek verb. 


5 tibi ipsi ocaute (“tibi” Vg.). Erasmus wishes 
to convey the reflexive sense of the Greek 
pronoun: see Annot. This change was also 
made by Manetti and Lefévre. See further on 
Act. 9,34. 


5 quo pateftet iustum iudicium xal &TroKaAUyews 
Sixatoxpiotas (“et reuelationis iusti iudicii" 
Vg.; "et reuelationis, et iusti iudicii" 1516). In 
1516, Erasmus added kat before Sixoroxpiolas, 
in conformity with codd. 2815 and 2817, as 
well as X © Derr and most later mss., including 
1, 2105, 2816. This had the effect of assigning 
three separate characteristics to the appointed 
day, as being a day of wrath, revelation, and 
righteous judgment, whereas the Vulgate com- 
bines the last two characteristics into one. In 
1519, Erasmus reverts to the text underlying 
the Vulgate, omitting kai at this point, with 
support from codd. X * A B D* G and a few 
later mss. (in cod. 3, kal is replaced by rs 
before Bikaiokpicías). His 1519 rendering fur- 
ther converts rexelationis into a verb, for the 
sake of clarity, and to avoid the sequence 
of genitives. See Annot. For patefacio, see on 
Rom. 1,17. Manetti and Lefévre had the same 
rendering as Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


6 redditurus est &ro8woe (“reddet” Vg. mss.; 
"reddit" Vg. 1527). The 1527 Vulgate column 
followed the Froben Vulgate of 1514, whereas 
the Froben edition of 1491 had reddet. Erasmus 
uses the future participle far more frequently 
than the Vulgate. Sometimes the participle was 
useful in preventing potential confusion between 
the future tense and other tenses. In this verse, 
for example, the probable reason why Erasmus 
replaced reddet with the future participle is that 
he thereby hoped to avoid a recurrence of the 
late Vulgate error, which substituted the present 
tense by a change of just one letter. At other 
passages, the future participle was sometimes 
used for the sake of stylistic variety. Occasionally 
the future participle could offer greater pre- 
cision, e.g. by indicating the gender of the 
subject, or by hinting at the imminence of a 
future event (see further on 1 Cor. 7,28). In 
Manetti's version, the scribe of Urb. Lat. 6 inac- 
curately substituted the perfect tense, reddidit. 
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6 iuxta katk ("secundum" Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23, and Annot. 

6 facta TÒ Epya ("opera" Vg.). See on Iob. 3,21, 
and Annot. 

6 sua ox ToU (“eius” Vg.). Erasmus prefers the 
reflexive pronoun, to clarify the connection 
with vnicuique. See Annot. This change was in 
agreement with the wording of Ambrosiaster 
and Manetti. 

7 bis quidem qui... quaerunt vols uev ... GroOci 
(*His quidem ... quaerentibus" Vg. 1527). Other 
Vulgate copies add gui after quidem, as in the 
Froben edition of 1491. In omitting this word, 
the 1527 Vulgate follows the Froben edition 
of 1514. In Annot., Erasmus cites the text as 
having émZntotioi, a reading which exists in 
a few later mss., and which he perhaps found 
while in England. His codd. 2815 and 2817 
have Gntotol, together with 1, 2105, 2816, and 
also cod. 69 and most other mss. As pointed 
out in Annot., Gct|v should preferably be taken 
as the object of d&troSacei, not of Cntoven. 
Erasmus includes this rendering among the 
Loca Obscura. See also Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
LB IX, 974 A-C. His substitution of quaerunt, 
though not his punctuation, follows the ren- 
dering of Lefévre. 

7 perseuerantes in benefaciendo Xa9' Stropovtyv 
Épyou &yaðoŭ (“secundum patientiam boni 
operis" Vg.; "iuxta tolerantiam boni operis" 
1516). Erasmus’ less literal translation, in 1519, 
clarifies the meaning. For the substitution of 
iuxta, in 1516, see on Act. 13,23, and for 
tolerantia see on vs. 4, above. In Annot., Erasmus 
renders Utropovt) by perseuerantia or sustinentia. 
Lefévre put per patientiam boni operis. 

7 immortalitatem &q8apoiav (“incorruptionem” 
Vg.). The same substitution occurs at 2 Tim. 
1,10. At 1 Cor. 15,42, 50, 53, Erasmus replaces 
incorruptio or incorruptela with incorruptibilitas, 
which was used by Lefévre at the present 
passage. Further, at Eph. 6,24 (1519), Erasmus 
replaces incorruptio with synceritas. None of the 
expressions incorruptio, incorruptela, or incorrupti- 
bilitas, exists in classical usage. In 1522 Annot., 
Erasmus merely says “‘incorruptio’ an Latina 
vox sit, nescio". Cf. on Rom. 1,23, regarding 
the substitution of immortalis for incorruptibilis, 
and see also Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 
974 C-D. 


8 vero 6€ (“autem” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,26. This 
change agreed with the wording of Ambrosiaster 
and Lefévre. 
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t£ épideias, | koi crreiBotor piv Ti 
&An8cía, meiðopévois SE TH ddixia, 
8upós Kal ópyf, "6Aiwis Kal oTtvo- 
xopia eri T&caov wuyiv åvðpwmou 
ToU KaTepyatopévou TÒ kakóv, 'lou- 
Salou Te TP~Tov Koi "EAAQvogs: I 5ó£a 
Sè Kai Tip?) Kal eipüvn travtl TÀ èp- 
yalounéve 1d dyabdv, ‘lovSaie te 
Tpórov Kal “EAAnu. où ydp tori 
TpocwTroAnwia Tapa TH be.  Sc01 
yap dvoums fjuaprov, dvouws Kal 
é&troAotivtar Kai dco1 èv vópoo uap- 
tov, ià vópou KplOjcovTa. Bou 
yap of dxpoatai ToU véyou ikawo 
Tapa TQ Ged, GAA’ of Trointai ToU 
voyuou SikaiwiioovTa. “dtav yap 
tv] Tà Ut) vóuov Éyovra, quot 
T& ToU vópou moi, otro vópov uf 
txovTes, Eautois cio: vópos,  Polrwes 
évSelkvuvtat TO Épyov ToU vópou 
yparrróv èv Toig Kapbdiais oUTów, 


13 axpoatat A B D E: axpaotai C 


8 et qui .. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


qui sunt contentiosi et qui veri- 
tati quidem non obtemperant, sed 
obtemperant iniustitiae, ven|tura est 
indignatio et ira, "afflictio et anxie- 
tas aduersus omnem animam hominis 
perpetrantis malum, Iudaei primum si- 
mul et Graeci: "gloria vero et honor 
et pax omni operanti bonum, Iudaeo 
primum simul et Graeco. Non enim 
est personarum respectus apud deum. 
2 Quicunque enim sine lege peccaue- 
runt, sine lege et peribunt: et qui- 
cunque in lege peccauerunt, per legem 
iudicabuntur. Non enim qui audi- 
unt legem, iusti sunt apud deum: sed 
qui legem factis exprimunt, iusti ha- 
bebuntur. ‘Nam quum gentes quae 
legem non habent, natura quae legis 
sunt, fecerint: eae legem non habentes, 
sibi ipsis sunt lex, qui ostendunt 
opus legis scriptum in cordibus suis, 


sed obtemperant B-E: quique non obtemperant quidem veritati, obtemperant 


autem A | ventura est B-E: om. A | 9 Iudaei primum simul B-E: et Iudaei primum 4 | 
10 Iudaeo primum simul B-E: et Iudaeo primum A | 13 qui audiunt legem B-E: auditores 
legis A | factis ... habebuntur B-E: opere seruant, iustificabuntur 4 | 14 eae B-E: ii A 


8 contentiosi && tpideias (“ex contentione" Vg.). 
Erasmus again uses a less literal rendering to 
produce a clearer meaning, substituting an ad- 
jective for the prepositional phrase. See Annot. 


8 et qui veritati quidem non obtemperant, sed 
obtemperant &rei&oOci piv Ti dAnGela, Trei- 
Gopévois Sé ("et qui non acquiescunt veritati, 
credunt autem" Vg.; "quique non obtemperant 
quidem veritati, obtemperant autem" 1516). 
The Vulgate reflects a Greek text omitting uév, 
as in codd. N* B D* G and a few later mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, accom- 
panied by 1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss., 
commencing with N" A Der, In Annot., he 
follows Valla Annot. in objecting that the se- 
quence acquiescunt ... credunt does not adequately 
convey the contrast between the related Greek 
words &treGotor and tretGopévois. This point 
is also mentioned in Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 


LB IX, 974 E. For Erasmus’ use of obtempero, 
see on Joh. 7,17, and for sed, see on Iob. 1,26. 
His changed rendering takes account of the 
fact that Treí0co and écreiOéco refer to obedience 
and disobedience, and not only to faith and 
unbelief. Lefévre put et qui sunt increduli veritati, 
creduli autem. Manetti reproduced the Vulgate 
wording, apart from his omission of qui. 

8 iniustitiae Th &Owkiq (“iniquitati” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,29. The same change was made by 


Lefèvre. 


8 ventura est indignatio et ira 9upòs Kal dpyh 
("ira et indignatio" Vg; "indignatio et ira" 
1516). Erasmus adds a verb, as implied by the 
context. The Vulgate word-order may reflect a 
Greek text having pyh Kai 9upós, as in codd. 
N A B D* G. Erasmus follows his codd. 2815 
and 2817, supported by D*" and most later 
mss., including 1, 2105, 2816. The version of 


LB 572 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS 28-15 


Manetti made the same change as in Erasmus' 
1516 edition. Lefèvre put furor erit et ira. 

9 afflictio et anxtetas OXiwis Kai oTtevoywpia 
("tribulatio et angustia" Vg.). The word angustia 
tends to mean narrowness or restriction, whereas 
the present context requires a term of greater 
intensity, signifying trouble or distress. A similar 
substitution of anxietas for angustia occurs in 
rendering otevoxwpia at 2 Cor. 6,4; 12,10, 
and in rendering ouvoyxń at 2 Cor. 2,4. The 
use of anxietas may also be compared with the 
replacement of angustiamur by anxii reddimur, 
in translating otevoywpéoua at 2 Cor. 4,8. 
Inconsistently Erasmus retained angustia for 
ctTtvoxopía at Rom. 8,35, while @Aiwis is 
rendered by angustia at 2 Cor. 8,13 but by 
anxietas at Iob. 16,21 (1519). For afflictio and 
anxietas, see further on Job. 16,21; 2 Cor. 2,4; 
4,8. Erasmus’ preference for amxietas is also 
mentioned in Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB 
IX, 974 E-975 A. The version of Lefévre had 
pressura erit et angustia. 


9 aduersus Evi (“in” Vg.). See on Act. 9,1. Am- 
brosiaster and Lefèvre put super. 

9 perpetrantis tou Kocrepyatou£vou ("operantis" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 1,27. 

9 Iudaei primum simul et louBalou te Trpó»rov 
kat ("Iudaei primum et" Vg.; “et Iudaei primum 
et” 1516). For te Kat, see on Act. 1,1. In Annot., 
Erasmus suggests Judaeique primum et. 


10 vero Sé (“autem” Vg.). See on Ioh. 1,26. 


10 Iudaeo primum simul et 'louGodc) Te Trpó- 
Tov Kai ("Iudaeo primum et" Vg.; "et Iudaeo 
primum et" 1516). See on vs. 9. 


11 personarum respectus mpoaoymoAnyia ("acce- 
ptio personarum" late Vg.). See on Act. 10,34, 
and Annot., as well as Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
LB IX, 975 A-C. The wording of Erasmus here 
follows Valla Annot. and Lefévre. 


12 et peribunt «od &troAotvTan (“peribunt” late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate omission of et is unsup- 
ported by Greek mss. See Annot. The same 
change was made by Lefévre. 


13 qui audiunt legem oi àkpoaral trot vopou 
("auditores legis” 1516 = Vg.). A similar change 
of construction occurs at lac. 1,23 (audiat 
sermonem for auditor est verbi). In substituting 
a subordinate clause, Erasmus seeks a more 
natural form of Latin expression. 


13 qui legem factis exprimunt of morali ToU 
vópou ("factores legis” Vg.; “qui legem opere 
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seruant" 1516) For Erasmus' avoidance of 
facto legem and factor legis, see on fob. 3,21, and 
Annot. His use of exprimo is defended in Resp. 
ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 975 C-D. 


13 iusti babebuntur Sixarwðhoovtar (“iustifi- 
cabuntur" 1516 = Vg.). This is the only passage 
where Erasmus attempts to alter the non-classical 
verb, iustifico, in rendering Sixoudeo. There is a 
change of meaning here, as being "regarded as 
just" is clearly different from being "made just" 
or "justified". A possible reason for this sub- 
stitution was that it provided a closer symmetry 
with the earlier iusti sunt. 

14 Nam quum &tav yap (“Cum enim" Vg.). 
See on Job. 3,34 regarding nam. This change 
was anticipated by Manetti. 


14 natura pvoe ("naturaliter" Vg.). Erasmus’ 
rendering follows that of Lefévre, in accord- 
ance with Vulgate usage at Gal. 2,15; 4,8; Eph. 
2,3. The adoption of natura involves a slight 
awkwardness of style, as at first sight the word 
could appear to be the antecedent for the 
following quae, although the latter is intended 
to be a neuter plural rather than feminine 
singular. 


14 quae (2nd.) t& (“ea quae" late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.) The added pronoun of the 
late Vulgate is not explicitly supported by 
the Greek text. Erasmus here restores the read- 
ing of some earlier Vulgate mss, in agree- 
ment with the wording of Ambrosiaster and 
Manetti. 


14 fecerint moi "faciunt" Vg.). The Vulgate 
corresponds with troiotow in codd. D* G 
(which may have retranslated from the Latin 
here). In codd. N A B, the verb is roii. 
The text of Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with D and most later mss., 
including 2105 and 2816 (cod. 1 has mois). His 
Latin version substitutes the more idiomatic 
future perfect tense, whereas Lefévre preferred 
the present subjunctive, faciant. 

14 eae oT01 ("eiusmodi" Vg.; “ii” 1516). Com- 
parable changes were proposed by Valla Arnot. 
(who joined Ambrosiaster in putting 5), Manetti 
(ist), and Lefèvre (ipsae). In Annot., Erasmus 
speculates that the text underlying the Vulgate 
was To1oUTot (cf. of ToioUTo1 in cod. G). 

14 sibi ipsis &&xutois ("ipsi sibi" Vg.). Erasmus 
is more accurate. The same change was made 
by Manetti and Lefèvre, while Valla Annot. 
suggested sibimet or sibi ipsi. 
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cupuaprupoüUcns auTOv tis cuvebiü- 
oews, Kal uerat£U. &AAT|Acv Tov Aoyi- 
cuóv KarnyopoUvTov 1| Kal &moAo- 
younéveov, év pépa Ste kpivel ó Ocós 
Ta KpuTIT& TOV dvOpatrwv, KATÈ TÒ 
evayyéAidv pou 81& "Inoot Xpic ToU. 
V"|Be où ‘louBaios étrovordtn, koi 
&rravarraum TG vóu, Kai kaux&can èv 
026, I koi yivooreis TO GEANUA, kal So- 
Kipacels TH SiapepovTa, karrnyxouusvos 
ik TOU vópou, ! mémoðás te ceauToV 
óðnyòv elvat TuPpAdy, pds tdv v oKd- 
tal, 7 madeuThv appdvev, 815áokaAov 
vnyrrícov, Éxovra Thy pópooxciv yvacews 
xai Tis GAnOelas iv TH vóuox 716 otv 


15 cuupaprupouons B-E: cupaptupovons A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


simul attestante illorum conscientia, 
et cogitationibus inter se accusanti- 
bus aut etiam excusantibus ‘in eo 
die, quum iudicabit dominus occulta 
hominum, iuxta euangelium meum 
per lesum Christum. 

Ecce tu Iudaeus cognominaris, et 
acquiescis in lege, et gloriaris in deo, 
Bet nosti voluntatem, ac probas exi- 
mia, institutus ex lege, ? confidisque te 
ipsum ducem esse caecorum, lumen 
in tenebris versantium, — Perudito- 
rem insipientium, doctorem imperi- 
torum, habentem formam cognitio- 
nis ac veritatis per legem: ?'qui igitur 


| 20 yvocsos D E: ths yvwoews A-C 


15 attestante B-E: testificante/4 | 16 eo B-E: om. A | 18 ac B-E:etA | 20 imperitorum B-E: 
stultorum A | ac B-E:et/4 | per legem B-E: in lege A 


15 simul attestante cuppaptupovons (“testimo- 
nium reddente" Vg.; "simul testificante" 1516). 
A comparable substitution occurs at Rom. 9,1 
(1519), where attestor simul replaces testimonium 
perhibeo. Additions of simul, to convey the sense 
of the Greek prefix oup- or ouv- in compound 
verbs, occur at more than twenty other passages, 
in Matthew, Mark, and the Epistles. See Annot. 
The spelling oupaptupovons in 1516 was a 
typesetting error. The use of simul was suggested 
by Valla Annot. The version of Manetti had 
contestificante at both passages. 


15 ¿lorum conscientia aùtõv Tis ouveibtjoscs 
("illis conscientia ipsorum" Vg.). As pointed 
out in Annot. and Valla Annot., the Vulgate 
addition of illis has little support from Greek 
mss. For Erasmus’ removal of ipse, see on Rom. 
1,20. The rendering of Manetti had conscientia 
eorum, and Lefévre conscientia sua. 


15 cogitationibus .. accusantibus ... excusantibus 
TÀV Aoyicuóv KaTnyopovvTwv ... ómo- 
Aoyouuévov ("cogitationum accusantium ... 
defendentium" Vg.). The Vulgate retention of 
the genitive, instead of converting it into the 
ablative absolute, was condemned by Erasmus 
in Annot., following Valla Annot. He further 
added this passage to the Soloecismi. In his 
Epist. apolog. adv. Stun., LB IX, 398 C-D, he 


maintained his view that the Vulgate wording 
was due to an error of the translator rather than 
of subsequent copyists of the Latin text. In 
the Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 975 D- 
976 E, the charge of solecism is repeated. Eras- 
mus’ substitution of excuso for defendo is in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at 2 Cor. 12,19, 
and may be compared with his use of excusa- 
tio for &moAoyía at Act. 22,1 (1519): see ad 
loc. Ambrosiaster, Valla, Manetti and Lefévre 
translated by cogitationibus .. accusantibus ... 
defendentibus. 


15 inter se yevra£U GAATAcov (“inter se inuicem" 
Vg.). The Vulgate placed this expression before 
cogitationum, following the Greek word-order 
more closely. Erasmus’ word-order resembles 
that of Lefévre. For the avoidance of inuicem, 
see on Job. 4,33. In Annot., Erasmus suggests 
putting just inuicem (as used by Ambrosiaster), 
omitting inter se. He was content, however, with 
inter vos inuicem at 1 Cor. 6,7. The word inuicem 
was omitted by Manetti. 

16 in eo die tv ùpépg (“in die" 1516 = Vg). 
Erasmus’ addition of eo is not explicitly sup- 
ported by the Greek text. His extra emphasis 
on one future day was in direct opposition to 
the interpretation offered by Lefévre, who had 
in diem, dum (“day by day, until”). 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS  2,5-21 


16 dominus ó Ocós (“deus” Vg.). The rendering 
dominus was an error which persisted through 
all five folio editions of Erasmus’ N.T., in 
conflict with his accompanying Greek text. 


16 iuxta xará (“secundum” Vg). See on 
Act. 13,23. 


17 Ecce "ISe (“Si autem” Vg.). As indicated in 
Annot., the Vulgate reflects a Greek text having 


el Sé. The latter reading is found in codd. 
N AB D* and also in 1, 2105 and some other 
late mss. Erasmus’ Greek text follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, together with D°" and most 
later mss, including cod. 2816. In Annot., 
Erasmus argued that {Se (or i56) was "verior 
et antiquior", on the grounds that the other 
reading produced a harsh sentence construc- 
tion. Stunica objected to this conclusion, citing 
early patristic support for the text which under- 
lay the Vulgate. For Erasmus' reply, see his 
Apolog. resp. Iac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 164, 
Il. 19-31. He addressed this issue again in Resp, 
ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 976 E-F. The ver- 
sion of Lefévre put Vide, similarly following a 
Greek ms. which had ie. 


17 acquiescis Erravartray (“requiescis” Vg.). Both 
renderings are legitimate. Erasmus preferred 
the sense of “take comfort in” or “trust in”, in 
the present context, though he retains requiesco 
in the sense of "rest upon" at Lc. 10,6, translating 
the same Greek word. 


18 voluntatem td BAYA ("voluntatem eius" 
late Vg. The late Vulgate addition is not 
explicitly supported by Greek mss. Both Manetti 
and Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus. 


18 ac xai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


18 eximia và Biapépovta ("vtiliora" Vg.). The 
Vulgate comparative adjective, meaning "more 
useful", fits the context, but is not an accurate 
translation, as the Greek expression refers to 
those things which are "different" or “of par- 
ticular importance". In Annot., Erasmus also 
suggests egregia, and objects that the Vulgate 
rendering would have been more suitable for 
Tà sungtpovta At Phil. 1,10, he uses quae sunt 
praestantia, in a similar context, replacing potiora 
of the Vulgate. 


18 institutus «ccrnyoupusvos ("instructus" Vg.). 
In Annot., Erasmus gives eruditus and initiatus 
as alternatives. See further on Act. 18,25. For 
the avoidance of instruo in the sense of “teach”, 
see Valla Elegantiae, V, 1; Erasmus Paraphr. in 
Eleg. Laur. Vallae, ASD 1, 4, p. 264, ll. 561-563. 
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18. ex lege tx ToU vópou (“per legem" Vg.). Eras- 
mus is more literal here. Lefèvre put iz lege. 
19 confidisque wémoiOds te (“confidis” Vg.). 
The Vulgate left te untranslated. In Manetti’s 
version, the scribe of Urb. Lat. 6 substituted 
confidis et for confidis te. 


19 ducem esse d8nyov elvon (“esse ducem" late 
Vg.) Erasmus follows the Greek word-order 


more literally, adopting the same rendering as 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 


19 in tenebris versantium TÕv èv oxót&i (eorum 
qui in tenebris sunt” Vg.). See on Iob. 7,1 for 
Erasmus' use of versor. 


20 doctorem &18&oxaAov (“magistrum” Vg.). 
Erasmus disliked the use of magister here, as 
he felt that it could imply governing or con- 
trolling rather than just teaching: see Annot. 
A similar substitution occurs at 2 Tim. 1,11; 
4,3; Hebr. 5,12, in accordance with Vulgate 
usage at e.g Lc. 2,46; Act. 13,1; 1 Cor. 12,28-9. 
At seventeen passages, Erasmus substitutes prae- 
ceptor, mainly in Matthew and Mark. However, 
in Matthew, ch. 19 onwards, and in Luke and 
John, he usually retains magister. 

20 imperitorum vryrrícov (“infantium” Vg.; “stul- 
torum" 1516). Erasmus considered that the 
Greek word, in this context, meant those who 
were unlearned rather than “babies”. In Annot. 
he accepts that výmio! could refer to older 
children, suggesting puerorum or paruulorum. 
The latter rendering was preferred by Valla 
Annot. and Lefèvre, in accordance with Vulgate 
usage at Mt. 11,25; Lc. 10,21. In translating the 
same Greek word, Erasmus replaces paruulus by 
puer at 1 Cor. 13,11; Gal. 4,1, 3; Eph. 4,14, and 
by infans at 1 Cor. 3,1; Hebr. 5,13. 

20 cognitionis yvoocecos (“scientiae” Vg). The 
1516-22 editions more correctly have Tfjs yvw- 
osos. The omission of the article in 1527-35 
lacks ms. support and may have been a printer's 
error. A similar substitution of cognitionis occurs 
at Rom. 11,33; 1 Cor. 1,5; 2 Cor. 4,6; 10,5 (1519); 
Eph. 3,19; Phil. 3,8, following the example of 
the Vulgate at 2 Petr. 3,18. More often scientia 
is retained. This change was anticipated by 
Manetti, while Lefèvre had agnitionis. 


20 ac xai ("et" 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 
20 per legem tv 16 vouco ("in lege" 1516 = Vg). 
See on Rom. 1,17. 

21 igitur otv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Joh. 6,62. 
Lefévre made a similar change, beginning the 
sentence with igitur qui. 


LB 573 
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515áckcov Etepov, osautòv ov Oibá- 
okes ó knpúoowv pi) KAérrTelv, KAÉ- 
mes, Zó Mycov yf) poryevelv, poi- 
ysUetg ó PSeAucodpevos Tà eiSwAq, 
iepoouAeig — 8s iv vóu% kauy&oo, 
Sik Tis tmrapaPdoews ToU vópou tov 
Geov atipazers. “Tò yap óvoua ToU 
Geol ör Was BAaopnucitar èv Toig 
ÉOveci, Kabeos yéypotrtat. 7 Treprtopt 
mv yap apeAci, àv vópov mpdo- 
ons. àv 8 trapaPdrns vóuou js, 
Å meprrouf, cou à&kpoßuoria yéyo- 
vev. — ?iàv otv f| ókpopucría tà 
Sikar | pata tol  vóuou puAdcon, 
oUyi Á éxpopuocria attot eis me- 
pitopty  Aoyic8reros; 7’ Kal kpiwei 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


doces alium, te ipsum non doces: 
qui praedicas non furandum, furaris: 
2qui dicis non adulterandum, adul- 
terium committis: qui execraris si- 
mulacra, sacrilegium admittis: 2 qui 
de lege gloriaris, per legis transgres- 
sionem deum dehonestas. — "Nam 
nomen dei propter vos male audit 
inter gentes: quemadmodum scriptum 
est. Nam circuncisio quidem pro- 
dest, si legem seruaris. Quod si trans- 
gressor legis fueris, circuncisio tua in 
praeputium versa est. % Ergo si | prae- 
putium iustificationes legis seruauerit, 
nonne praeputium illus pro circun- 
cisione imputabitur? 7” Et iudicabit 


22 awia A-D: dora E | 25 mapaparns A C-E: trapeBatns B 


23 de B-E:inA | 25 in B-E: om. A | versa B-E: facta A 


21 doces alium BiBcoxKwv črepov ("alium doces" 
Vg.) Erasmus follows the Greek word-order 
more closely. This change was also made by 
Lefèvre. 


22 adulterandum, adulterium committis poryevew, 
poryeúeis (“moechandum, moecharis" Vg.). This 
change is in accordance with Vulgate usage of 
adultero at Rom. 13,9. A similar substitution 
occurs at Mt. 5,27 (1516 only). Elsewhere, in 
rendering porxdovon and poryeveo, Erasmus 
substitutes adulterium committo for moechor at 
Mt. 5,27 (1519); 5,28; 19,9; Mc. 10,12; Lc. 16,18; 
18,20 (both in 1519); and for adultero at Mt. 
5,32; 19,18; Mc. 10,19, following the Vulgate 
example at Mc. 10,11. Inconsistently he retains 
moechor at lac. 2,11, and replaces adultero by 
moechor at Rom. 13,9 (1527). Generally Erasmus 
avoided moechor, because of its Greek origin. 


22 qui execraris Ò BSeAVocdpevos (“qui abomi- 
naris" Vg.). Erasmus elsewhere substitutes execror 
for detestor at Mt. 26,74 (1522), and for anathe 
matizo at Mc. 14,71, in rendering katavaðepa- 
tie and àvaðspatiğæw. He is content to use 
abomino(r) in rendering pB5&vypa at Lc. 16,15 


(1519). At the present passage, his wording is 
identical with that of Ambrosiaster. Lefévre 
used detestor. 

22 simulacra tà eiBwda (“idola” Vg.). A simi- 
lar substitution occurs at 1 Cor. 8,4, 7; 10,19; 
2 Cor. 6,16, and also in rendering eibooAó8v Tov 
at Act. 21,25; 1 Cor. 8,1, 4; 10,19, 28. Erasmus 
retains idolum (-on) only at Ap. Iob. 22,15. In 
Annot. on 1 Cor. 8,4, he objects that idolum is 
a Greek word. The spelling eiS0Aa in 1535 
seems to be a printer's error, as the spelling 
eiSqA- is retained at all other N.T. instances 
of this word. A similar error occurs in the 1527 
edition at Ap. lob. 9,20, corrected in 1535. 

22 sacrilegium admittis iepoovasis ("sacrilegium 
facis" Vg.). For the avoidance of facio, see on 
Tob. 1,15. 


23 de tv (“in” 1516 = Vg.). A similar substitu- 
tion of de occurs in rendering èv at 2 Thess. 1,4 
(1519). Sometimes Erasmus prefers super, but at 
several other passages he retains i after glorior. 

23 legis transgressionem tjs rrapap&osos ToU 
vóuou ("praeuaricationem legis" Vg.). A similar 
substitution of transgressio occurs at Rom. 4,15; 


LB 574 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS  2,21-27 


5,14; 1 Tim. 2,14 (1522); Hebr. 2,2, following 
the example of the Vulgate at Gal. 3,19. Erasmus 
retains praeuaricatio only at Hebr. 9,15, and also 
praeuaricor for tapaPaives at Act. 1,25. In 
classical Latin, the words praeuaricatio, praeua- 
ricator and praeuaricor usually refer to collusion 
between advocates who represent different sides 
in a court case, and hence are not suitable as 
general terms for breaking the law. Nor was 
transgressio used by classical authors in this 
sense, and transgressor did not occur at all: in 
classical usage, there was no single set of words 
which conveyed the required meaning. Used in 
this way, transgressio and transgressor are ecclesi- 
astical terms. See also on transgressor at vs. 25, 
below. Erasmus' rendering of the present passage 
may have been influenced by Lefèvre, who had 
transgressionem legis. 


23 debonestas &tdCes ("inhonoras" Vg). Eras- 
mus uses dehonesto at only one other passage, 
to render karoicyUvo at 1 Cor. 11,5. In 
Annot., he also recommends ignominia afficio, 
a rendering which he adopts at Job. 8,49 (1519): 
see ad loc. The Vulgate verb, inbonoro, was not 
used by classical authors. 


24 Nam nomen Tò yap óvoua ("Nomen enim" 
Vg.). See on Iob. 3,34. 

24 propter &V (“per” Vg.). A similar substitution 
occurs e.g. at Mt. 27,18; Mc. 15,10. See Annot. 
The same change was made by Lefèvre. 


24 male audit BAaconueiroi ("blasphematur" 
Vg.). See on Act. 13,45, and Annot. 


24 quemadmodum xodds ("sicut" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. 


25 Nam yap (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by only a few of the later Greek 
mss. The version of Manetti added enim after 
circuncisio (in Urb. Lat. 6, the following quidem 
is placed in the margin rather than the text). 


25 seruaris vrpócons ("obserues" Vg.). The Vul- 
gate corresponds more closely with quA&cons 
in cod. D*, though the latter may represent a 
retranslation from the Latin. Another verb re- 
lating to the performance of a law or command, 
Tnpéo, is often rendered by the Vulgate as 
seruo, or sometimes by custodio. Erasmus generally 
follows Vulgate usage in such contexts, including 
one passage where he retains obseruo for Tnpévo, 
at 1 Job. 2,3. In adopting seruaris here, he again 
displays his fondness for the idiomatic use of 
the future perfect tense: cf. fueris later in this 
verse, and seruauerit in vss. 26-7, below. 
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25 Quod si tev 6€ (“Si autem" Vg.). Similar 
substitutions in rendering el Bé and àv &£ are 
frequent in Matthew and the Epistles, in accord- 
ance with Vulgate usage e.g. at Mt. 5,13, 29; 
Rom. 8,11; 9,22. 


25 transgressor mapapérns (“praeuaricator” 
Vg). A similar change occurs at Rom. 2,27; 
Gal. 2,18, in accordance with Vulgate usage at 
lac. 2,9, 11. See on vs, 23 regarding transgressio, 


25 fueris Ñs (“sis” Vg.). See on seruaris, earlier 
in this verse, for this use of the future perfect 
tense. 

25 in praeputium versa est &kpoBuoia yéyovev 
("praeputium facta est” 1516 = Vg). See on 
lob. 2,9, for a comparable change from vinum 
factum to in vinum versam. 

26 Ergo si tov oŭv ("Si igitur" Vg.). Erasmus’ 
usual tendency is to change ergo to igitur: see 
on Job. 6,62. Because ergo is placed at the 
beginning of the sentence, the effect of the 
present change is to lay more emphasis on 
this word. A similar use of Ergo si occurs at 
Mt. 6,23; 1 Cor. 14,23. Cf. also Ergo quod at 
Rom. 7,13. 

26 iustificationes TH Sikaimpata (“tustitias” 
Vg.). A similar substitution occurs at Rom. 5,18; 
Hebr. 9,10, in accordance with Vulgate usage at 
Le. 1,6; Rom. 5,16; Rom. 8,4; Hebr. 9,1; Ap. Iob. 
19,8. Elsewhere iustitia is usually reserved for 
Sixcroowvn, though Erasmus retains iustitia at 
Rom. 1,32, and iudicium at Ap. Iob. 15,4, both 
in rendering Sixaiwpa. Possibly he felt that 
iustitia, or "justice", was a singular abstract 
concept, for which a plural was inappropriate. 
However, iustificatio did not exist in classical 
usage. 


26 seruauerit puAcoon (“custodiat” Vg.). See 
on Act. 7,53 for the change of verb. For the 
substitution of the future perfect tense, see on 
seruaris in vs. 25. 


26 aùrtoð. This word was omitted in Erasmus’ 
cod. 2815. Virtually all other mss. have aod, 
including codd. 1, 2105, 2816, 2817. 


26 pro circuncisione imputabitur els vepvroyt|v 
Aoyioðhoerta ("in circuncisionem reputabitur” 
Vg.). A similar substitution of impzto occurs at 
Rom. 4,3, 5, 9-11, 22-24; 2 Cor. 5,19; Gal. 3,6; 
lac. 2,23. See on Act. 19,27. The meaning of 
imputo and reputo is discussed in Valla Elegantiae, 
VI, 44; Erasmus Parapbr. in Eleg. Laur. Vallae, 
ASD 1, 4, p. 268, ll. 668-669. See also Resp. ad 
collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 979 E-980 D. 
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| èk  qUotos  ókpopucTía, Tov 
vópov TeÀoUoa, ct Tov ià 
yedpuatos Kal teprrouijs mapa- 
Batny vdyou; ot yàp ó iv 
TH  qavepo  'ouboiós £oTiv oùt 
Å èv 16H qavepó èv capki me- 
pitoi PAAA ó èv TH kpurTÓ 
‘lovSaios Kal mepirouh Kapdias, 
tv Trvevpotl, oU ypéupat oU 6 
étraivos oùk ¿E ávOpomov, GAA’ 
ik ToU Get. 


Tí ovv tò Trepicoóv ToU lou- 

Saiou; À Tis 4| pésa Tf 
Tepitopis; | ?^TmoÀU xarà — mávra 
TpóTov.  TpóOTov uiv yap sm 
&mioTeU0ncav Tà Adyia ToU soU. 
354i yáp, el — fjmiornoóv — tives; 
uj ń amotian aUróv Tiv tiotiv 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


quod est ex natura praeputium, si 
legem seruauerit, te qui per literam et 
circuncisionem transgressor es legis? 
? Non is qui in manifesto Iudaeus sit, 
Iudaeus est: nec ea quae in manifesto 
sit carnis circuncisio, circuncisio est: 
sed qui in occulto Iudaeus fuerit, is 
Iudaeus est: et circuncisio cordis, cir- 
cuncisio est, quae spiritu constat, non 
litera: cuius laus non ex hominibus 


est, sed ex deo. 
3 Quid igitur habet in quo praecel- 
lat Iudaeus? Aut quae vtilitas cir- 
cuncisionis? ?Multum per omnem 
modum. Nam primum quidem illud, 
quod illis commissa sunt oracula dei. 
3 Quid enim, si quidam fuerunt incre- 
duli? Num incredulitas illorum, fidem 


3,1 Trepiccov A BC’ DE: mepocov C* | 3 moti B-E: motnv A 


27 si legem seruauerit B-E: legem perficiens 4 
circuncisio est ... constat B-E (exc circücisio pro circuncisio B-E): in spiritu Æ | 


littera A | tert. est B-E: om. A 
3,2 oracula B-E: eloquia A 


27 quod ù (“id quod” late Vg.). The added 
pronoun of the late Vulgate was superfluous, 
in view of the following praeputium. In deleting 
id, Erasmus adopted the same wording as the 
earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 


27 est ex natura tk pices (“ex natura est” Vg.). 
Erasmus sometimes gives preference to an earlier 
position for sum, etc. Here, this has the effect 
of placing additional emphasis on ex natura. 
Other instances of such transpositions occur 
e.g. in vs. 29 and at Rom. 5,8; 7,8; 9,16; 1 Cor. 
2,12; 4,18. Manetti placed est after praeputium. 


27 si legem seruauerit Tov vópov TeAoUoa ("legem 
consummans" Vg; "legem perficiens" 1516). 
Neither consummo nor perficio was quite suit- 
able, in classical Latin usage, for referring to 
the keeping or fulfilment of the law. However, 
Erasmus retains perficio for teAéw in such a 
context at Jac. 2,8. The verb seruo was more ap- 
propriate, except that it removes any distinction 


| 29 fuerit, is Iudaeus est B-E: om. A | 
litera B-E: 


between T&Àéco and puAdcow, which was also 
rendered by seruo in vs. 26. For the use of the 
future perfect tense, see again on seruaris in 
vs. 25. For the substitution of perficio in 1516, 
see on Rom. 9,28. Ambrosiaster and Manetti 
offered the same wording as the 1516 edition. 


27 transgressor vrapof&rnv (“praeuaricator” 
Vg). See on vs. 25. 

27 es legis? vóuov; (“legis es." Vg.). Erasmus 
adopts the same word-order as Ambrosiaster 
and Lefévre, unaffected by the Greek text. The 
use of a question-mark is also found in Lefévre, 
as well as in some editions of the late Vulgate, 
but not in the Vulgate column of 1527 or in 
the Froben Vulgates of 1491 and 1514, or in 
Ambrosiaster. 


28 Non où yap (“Non enim" Vg.). Erasmus’ 
omission of enim is an inaccuracy. 

28 is qui in manifesto Iudaeus sit Ò tv TH pave- 
p& ("qui in manifesto" Vg.). Erasmus expands 
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this phrase for the sake of clarity, as explained 
in Annot. He defended his rendering of this 
passage in Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 
976 F-977 A. 


28 nec ... est OSE ... Tepito) (“neque quae 
in manifesto, in carne est circuncisio" late Vg.). 
For this expansion of the meaning, see the 
previous note. Other substitutions of nec for 
neque occur in rendering ovdé at Mt. 13,13; Mc. 
11,33; 13,32 (1516 only); 1 Cor. 4,3; Phil. 2,16, 
and in rendering un8é at Mc. 2,2; 1 Cor. 5,8; 
1 Tim. 1,4. Manetti had sec que (= quae) in 
manifesto in carne est, circuncisio est. 

29 in oculto tv TŒ kpunrtæ (“in abscondito" 
Vg.). A similar substitution occurs at Mt. 6,4, 
6, 18, in accordance with Vulgate usage at Zoh. 
7,4, 10; 18,20. The phrase in occulto was the 
usual idiom in classical Latin usage, and was 
adopted here by Ambrosiaster. However, Eras- 
mus retains in abscondito at Lc. 11,33 (for eis 
KpuTrTÓy). 

29 ludaeus fuerit, is Iudaeus est |\ouSaios ("Iudae- 
us est" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.; "Iudaeus" 
1516 7 some Vg. mss). Again Erasmus adds 
several words to clarify the meaning. See Annot. 
29 circuncisio est, quae spiritu constat tv Ttvevpantı 
(“in spiritu" 1516 = Vg.). See the previous note. 
Erasmus takes év in an instrumental sense: see 
on Job. 1,26. By adopting constat, he avoids 
repetition of est. The verb consto does not occur 
elsewhere in the N.T. 


29 est, sed ex deo HAN ix roO coU (“sed ex deo 
est” Vg; "sed ex deo" 1516). Erasmus’ 1516 
rendering is more literal. For his insertion of 
est in an earlier position, see on vs. 27. 


3,1 igitur oov ("ergo" Vg.). See on Job. 6,62. The 
same change was made by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


1 babet in quo praecellat Iudaeus TÒ vepvocóv 
ToU "louSaíou ("amplius Iudaeo est” late Vg.). 
Erasmus treats ToU "louSaíou as the genitive 
of possession, whereas the Vulgate ablative 
could be understood as expressing a comparison. 
See Annot., and cf. also the use of praccellimus 
for Trpoexópe8a in vs. 9. This passage is further 
discussed in Resp. ad collat. tuv. geront., LB IX, 
977 A-B. The version of Manetti substituted 
Iudei (= Iudaei) for Iudaeo. 

1 4 ópéàsia. Erasmus’ cod. 2817 omits fj, 
in company with N* and a few later mss., 
including 1 and 2816*. 

2 Nam primum quidem wpóxrov uv yap (“Pri- 
mum quidem" Vg.). The Vulgate may reflect a 
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Greek text omitting yóp, as in codd. B D* G, 
together with cod. 2105 and a few other mss. 
Here Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
along with 1, 2816 and most other mss., com- 
mencing with N A De", 


2 illud, quod 611 (“quia” Vg.). This change gives 
a clearer connection with Quid in vs. 1. Lefèvre 
similarly had quod here. 


2 illis commissa sunt tmorednoav ("credita 
sunt illis" Vg.). A similar substitution of com- 
mitto occurs at 1 Cor. 9,17; 1 Thess. 2,4; Tit. 1,3. 
In Annot., Erasmus also suggested concredita, 
from concredo, a verb which he uses to replace 
credo in rendering Tiotevoo at Gal. 2,7 (1519); 
1 Tim. 1,11, and in rendering miotów at 2 Tim. 
3,14. However, he was content to use credo in 
the sense of “entrust” at Lc. 16,11 and also, 
following the Vulgate, at Job. 2,24. He included 
the Vulgate translation of the present passage 
among the Loca Obscura. See also Resp. ad collat. 
inv. geront., LB IX, 977 B-D. The version of 
Manetti put just credita sunt, and Lefèvre credita 
sunt ei, referring back to the singular /udaeo in 
vs. 1. 


2 oracula tà Aóyia (“eloquia” 1516 - Vg.) 
Elsewhere Erasmus uses oraculum solely in ren- 
dering ypnuatigw (see on Act. 10,22). In his 
translation of Tà Adyia at Hebr. 5,12 and 
1 Petr. 4,11, he substitutes eloquia for sermones. 
In 1519 Annot., he observed that eloquium had 
other connotations in classical usage, referring 
to human "eloquence" rather than a divine or 
prophetic utterance. Erasmus further defends 
his adoption of oracula, in the Resp. ad collat. 
iuv. geront., LB IX, 977 B-D. 


3 quidam "wes ("quidam illorum" Vg). The 
Vulgate addition lacks explicit support from 
Greek mss. The version of Lefèvre put aliqui, 
omitting illorum, while Manetti had quidam 
eorum. 


3 fuerunt. increduli trío vroav (“non credide- 
runt" Vg.). This substitution was probably influ- 
enced by the desire to produce a closer symmetry 
with the following sentence, matching the use 
of incredulitas. A comparable change, involving 
éctreiGéoo, occurs at Rom, 11,30-1. For a change 
in the opposite direction, from incredulus to 
non credo, see on Iob. 3,36. 


3 Num uh (“Nunquid” Vg.). See on Iob. 3,4. 
3 tiotiv. The misspelling miotnv in 1516 is 


derived from cod. 2815. In codd. 1, 2105, 2816, 
2817 and nearly all other mss., it is tiotw. 
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ToU 8:00 Katapytjos; ‘yh yévorro. 
yivécOco DÈ ó Beds &AnOfis, Tres 5È äv- 
poros wevoTns, Kabws yéyparrrod, 
“Omas àv Sikoiwbijs iv Toig Adyors 
cou, Kol vixfjons èv TH Kpiveo@al oe. 

SEL Sè fj åa fjuów, oŭ Sı- 
Karoúvny ouviotnoi, ti époüuev; ph 
&Oi:xos ó Beds, ó &tmiQpépov try òp- 
yv; Kat& &v6pomov Aélyo. Suh 
yévoito. mei dds Kpivel ó Beds TÓv 
Kócpov; "si yap fj åse tod 
0:00 èv TH ip Wevouati érrepio- 
oevcev cis thy 8d€av oavtot, d 
tri Kéyc Gos épaproAós Kplvopa; 
Skai pf (kaðàas  BAacenpouurs8a, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


dei faciet irritam? — *Absit. Imo sit 
deus verax, omnis autem homo men- 
dax Quemadmodum scriptum est: 
Vt iustificeris in sermonibus tuis, et 
vincas quum iudicaris. 

5 Quod si iniustitia nostra, dei iusti- 
tiam commendat, quid dicemus? Num 
iniustus deus, qui inducat iram? | 
Humano more loquor. ‘Absit. Nam 
quomodo iudicabit deus mundum? 
"Etenim si veritas dei, per meum 
mendacium excelluit in gloriam ipsi- 
us, quid posthac et ego veluti peccator 
iudicor? *Ac non potius (quemad- 
modum de nobis male loquuntur, 


7 Kayo ws apaproAos B-E: ws apaproos eyw A 


4 Imo sit B-E: Sit vero 4 | 5 commendat B-E: constituit A | inducat B-E: inducit A | Humano 
more B-E: Secundum hominem 4 | 7 per meum mendacium B-E: in meo mendacio A | 


8 potius B-E: om. A 


3 faciet irritam «avrapytioe ("euacuauit" late 
Vg.). Erasmus makes a similar substitution of 
facio irritum for destruo at Rom. 3,31, and for 
aboleo at Rom. 4,14. In Annot., he also suggests 
oblitero (which he substitutes for destruo at 
1 Cor. 1,28), and antiquo. One reason for 
changing the verb was to avoid the possibi- 
lity of the future tense being inadvertently 
replaced by the perfect tense, as happened in 
the late Vulgate. Erasmus notes exacuauit as a 
probable scribal error, in Resp. ad collat. iuv. 
geront., LB IX, 977 F. The use of irritum facio 
(“nullify” or “make ineffectual”) also gave a 
clearer sense than exacuo ("make empty”) and 
was proposed, among other alternatives, by 
Lefévre Comm. In his rendering, Lefévre adopted 
tollet, while Manetti offered euacuabit, as found 
in the earlier Vulgate. 


4 Imo sit yivéoðw SÉ ("Est autem" Vg; “Sit 
vero" 1516). Erasmus renders the Greek im- 
perative more accurately. In /4zzot., he sugges- 
ted that the Vulgate originally had esto for 
est, and accordingly included this point in 
the 1519-22 editions of the Loca Manifeste 
Deprauata. The point is further discussed in 
Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront, LB IX, 978 A-B. 
See on Act. 19,2 for Erasmus’ use of imo 
(or immo), which here provides a means of 


avoiding repetition of autem. Lefèvre proposed 
Esto autem. 


4 Quemadmodum xa&cs (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. 


4 xpiveo@at. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus cited 
the text as kpi&fjvat, a reading which was not 
exhibited by any of his usual mss. 

5 Quod si Ei 6€ ("Si autem" Vg). See on 
Rom. 2,25. 

5 iniustitia 1j &Buxia (“iniquitas” Vg.). One 
purpose of this change is to preserve the lin- 
guistic association between dBikía and the 
following Sikatoovvn, as Erasmus mentions 
in his Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, 
p. 166, 1l. 33-37. See also on Rom. 1,29. Eras- 
mus’ version agrees with that of Ambrosiaster 
and Lefévre. 

5 dei iustitiam 0:00 Sıkaiooúvnv (“iustitiam 
dei" Vg). The Vulgate word-order corresponds 
with Sixc1coUvny G00 in cod. G. The rendering 
of Erasmus was again the same as the wording 
of Ambrosiaster. 


5 commendat ouvio noi (“constituit” 1516). In 
Annot., Erasmus gives stabilio, confirmo, and 
fulcio as alternatives. See also his Apolog. resp. Iac. 
Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 166, Il. 38-42. At Gal. 
2,18, he follows the Vulgate in using constituo 
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("establish") for this Greek verb, but retains 
commendo at Rom. 5,8; 16,1; 2 Cor. 4,2; 10,18; 
12,11, and substitutes commendo for exhibeo at 
2 Cor. 6,4; 7,11. In 1519, he restored the Vulgate 
use of commendo at the present passage. 

5 Num un (“Nunquid” Vg.). See on Job. 3,4. 

5 iniustus GSixos ("iniquus est” late Vg.; "ini- 
quus" Vg. mss.) See on Act. 24,15 for the 
substitution of iniustus. In omitting the verb, 
Erasmus conforms with the earlier Vulgate, as 
well as the Greek text. Lefèvre had iniustus est. 
5 qui inducat 6 étmipépwv (“qui infert" Vg.; 
“qui inducit" 1516). The Vulgate gives a satisfac- 
tory rendering of the Greek verb, in the sense 
of "inflict". There is a considerable overlap of 
meaning between infero and induco. 


5 Humano more xarà &vOpcorrov ("Secundum 
hominem" 1516 = Vg). By this change, Eras- 
mus seeks to make the meaning a little clearer 
(“in a human manner" rather than the literal 
"according to man"). He retains secundum bo- 
minem at 1 Cor. 3,3; 9,8; 15,32; Gal. 3,15. In 
Annot., he gives iuxta bominem as an alternative. 


5 loquor A&yco (“dico” Vg.). See on Job. 8,27. 
This change is partly for the sake of variety, in 
view of the use of dico earlier in the verse. At 
Gal. 3,15, Erasmus retains secundum bominem 
dico. 

6 Nam wei (“Alioquin” Vg.). More often, 
when rendering meí, Erasmus is content to 
replace alioquin by alioqui, as at Rom. 11,22 
(1535 only); 1 Cor. 5,10 (1519); 7,14; 15,29; 
Hebr. 9,26; 10,2. 


6 mundum tov kócyuov ("hunc mundum" late 
Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate ad- 
dition of hunc is not explicitly supported by 
Greek mss. See Annot., and also Resp. ad collat. 
inv. geront., LB IX, 978 B. Further changes of 
this kind are seen at Rom. 5,12; 1 Cor. 2,12; 
4,13; 5,10; 6,2; 11,32; 14,10; 2 Cor. 1,12; Eph. 
2,12; Col. 2,20; 1 Tim. 1,15; 6,7; lac. 1,27; 4,4. 
See also on Zok. 1,9. Both Manetti and Lefèvre 
made the same change as Erasmus. 

7 Etenim sí & yáp (“Si enim" Vg.). Erasmus 
follows the Vulgate in using etenim for koi yap 
at Lc. 22,37; Rom. 15,3; 1 Cor. 12,13; 14,8; Hebr. 
4,2; 5,12; 12,29; 13,22, and for yóp at Iob. 
13,13. In the Epistles, rendering yóáp, he sub- 
stitutes etenim for enim or nam at twenty-six 
passages, mainly in Romans and 1 Corinthians. 
The Vulgate generally reserves etenim for kal 
yap. Occasionally Erasmus changes etenim to 
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nam et, as at Rom. 16,2 (1516 only); 1 Cor. 5,7; 
1 Thess. 4,10. See also on 1 Cor. 12,14. 


7 per meum mendacium èv 1 bud yevoua- 
Tı (“in meo mendacio" 1516 = Vg). See on 
Rom. 1,17. 


7 excelluit trrepiooevoev ("abundauit" Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at 1 Cor. 14,12; 
2 Cor. 3,9; Phil. 4,12. In rendering trepiocetioo 


elsewhere, Erasmus retains abundo at ten pas- 
sages, but replaces it with evubero at Lc. 21,4; 
Rom. 5,15; 15,13; 2 Cor. 4,15; 9,8, 12; Phil. 1,9, 
26; Col. 2,7; 1 Thess. 3,12; with exundo at 2 Cor. 
8,2; and with supersum at Mc. 12,44; 1 Cor. 8,8. 
These changes were mainly for the sake of 
variety. Cf. also exuberantia for abundantia in 
rendering teptcoela at Rom. 5,17; 2 Cor. 10,15. 
In rendering trAcovédteo, Erasmus similarly re- 
places abundo with exubero at Rom. 5,20; Phil. 
4,17; 2 Thess. 1,3; with exundo at 2 Cor. 4,15; and 
with supersum at 2 Cor. 8,15. For his removal 
of the adverb, abundantius, at a number of 
passages, see on 1 Cor. 15,10. 


7 posthac et ego veluti peccator čti Ké&yco cos 
&paproAós (“et adhuc ego tanquam peccator" 
Vg. 1527). The transposition of et before adbuc, 
in some editions of the late Vulgate, lacks 
support from Greek mss. The 1527 Vulgate 
column follows the Froben 1514 edition on 
this point. The substitution of posthac ("here- 
after") for adbuc ("still") also occurs at Rom. 
6,2; 2 Cor. 1,10; 1 Tim. 5,23; Ap. Iob. 18,23 
(1519). See further on Joh. 5,14. A similar sub- 
stitution of velut or veluti for tanquam occurs 
at Rom. 6,13; 15,15; 1 Cor. 4,13; 15,8; 2 Cor. 
10,2; Hebr. 3,5. The Greek text of the 1516 
edition, ri as &paproAós tye, was taken 
from cod. 2815, apparently without other ms. 
support. Manetti and Lefévre had the word- 
order adbuc et .. peccator, as in the earlier 
Vulgate and Ambrosiaster. 


8 Ac kai ("Et" Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. Lefèvre 
had At. 


8 non potius yh (“non” 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus 
adds potius (“rather”) to make clear the connec- 
tion with the previous sentence. Lefévre put 
non est. 


8 quemadmodum xabes ("sicut" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. This change is partly designed to 
avoid repetition of sicut, which occurs later in 
the sentence. Lefèvre had vf in both places. 


8 de nobis male loquuntur BAaopruoupeda (“blas- 
phemamur" Vg.). See on Act. 13,45, and Annot., 
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Kai Kabeos paci tives tds Aéyeiv) 
STL Troijoopev TH Kaka, iva EAB TH 
é&yae€ér dv Tò Kpiva ëvõikóv oTi. 

*TÍ ov; mpoeyóus0a; oU TrávTox. 
Trpontiacdpebta yap  'loubaious Te 
koi “EAAnvas tdavtas Up’ dpaptiav 
evar, 'Kabdes yéypatrta ot: OvK 
fot: Sixaios, o¥5E elg ouK &omv 
6 ouviddv, otk ÉoTiv ó £künrOv Tov 
Ocóv: P rrávres 8éxAivav, &ua ype- 
cOncav: otk EoTl Troldv yxpnoTó- 
TNTA, oùk gotiv ews Evds. Brdqpos 
é&vewypévos ó Aápuy& attdyv, Tais 
y^coccais avTOv  i6oMoU0cav, ids 
&oTí8cv | ümó Tà yelAn ajTÓOv. 
“dv TÒ orópa éópüs xoi mwpias 
ytuser 8 O€eis oi móðes aUTOv èk- 
xta odpa. “ouvrpippa kal Taa- 
Topia èv Toig ó5oig attav, "koi 
ó8óv elphvns oùk Éyvocav. Bovx 
got:  qópos 9:00 dirévavT: TV 
óo8aAuóv aUTÓv. 


10 om B-E: om. A 


9 causis redditis ostendimus B-E: causas reddidimus A 
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et sicut quidam aiunt nos dicere) faci- 
amus mala, vt veniant bona: quorum 
damnatio iusta est? 

?Quid igitur? Praecellimus | eos? 
Nullo modo. Nam ante causis reddi- 
tis ostendimus et ludaeos et Graecos 
omnes peccato esse obnoxios: sicut 
scriptum est: Non est iustus, ne vnus 
quidem: "non est qui intelligat, non 
est qui exquirat deum: "omnes de- 
flexerunt, simul inutiles facti sunt: 
non est qui exerceat bonitatem, non 
est vsque ad vnum.  PSepulchrum 
apertum guttur eorum, linguis suis ad 
dolum vsi sunt, venenum aspidum 
sub labiis eorum. “Quorum os ex- 
ecratione et amarulentia plenum est: 
veloces pedes illorum ad effunden- 
dum sanguinem. !éContritio et cala- 
mitas in viis eorum, et viam pacis 
non cognouerunt. !*Non est timor 
dei coram oculis eorum. 


| 12 exerceat B-E: faciat A | 


15 effundendum B C E: effudendum A, effundedum D 


and also Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront, LB IX, 
978 B-C. 


8 quidam aiunt nos paoi tives fds ("aiunt 
quidam nos" late Vg.). The late Vulgate word- 
order is closer to the Greek text. Manetti put 
inquiunt quidam nos. 


9 igitur? otv; (l'ergo?" late Vg.). See on Job. 
6,62. In adopting igitur, Erasmus partly restores 
the earlier Vulgate wording. However, he retains 
the question-mark from the late Vulgate, and 
indicates in Annot. that he found the same 
punctuation in the Greek mss. This received 
support from cod. 1° d, but not from codd. 
2815 and 2817, in both of which the sentence 
reads Tí ov mpoeyópeða; In codd. 2105, 
2816"4, ot is followed by a colon. In Valla 
Annot., the Vulgate lemma had gitur, and so 
did the version of Manetti (both without a 
question-mark). 


9 Praecellimus eos mpoeyópeða. Erasmus retains 
the added pronoun, eos from the Vulgate, 
although not explicitly required by the Greek 
text. See Annot. Both Manetti and Lefèvre, 
more literally, omitted eos. 

9 Nullo modo ot v&vvos ("Nequaquam" Vg.). 
Erasmus keeps nequaquam for ovBapas at Mt. 
2,6, for ovyi at Lc. 1,60, and for unbauós at 
Act. 11,8. Manetti and Lefévre both preferred 
non omnino, a phrase which Erasmus adopts 
for oU Trévtos at 1 Cor. 5,10 (1519). 


9 Nam ante causis redditis ostendimus mporymia- 
odpeba yd ("Causati enim sumus" Vg.; "Nam 
ante causas reddidimus" 1516). The Vulgate 
may reflect a Greek text having tyriacdpeba, 
as in codd. D* G and a few later mss. The 
proposal of Valla Annot. was supradiximus enim 
causam, while Lefévre had causam enim praedixi- 
mus. In Comm., Lefèvre also suggested replacing 
causati with praecausati, which may be the reason 
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why the phrase praecausati sumus appeared in 
the Vulgate lemma of 1516-27 Annot. 


9 et Iudaeos et \ouBalous te kai ("Iudaeos et" 
Vg.). See on Act. 1,1, regarding te Kal. It may 
also be noted that Erasmus' cod. 2817 inserted 
an additional rrávrag after te. Lefèvre put 
ludaeos. scilicet et. 


9 omnes tavtas. In Annot., Erasmus cited the 


Vulgate as having et omnes, which is exhibited 
by the Froben 1491 edition. The added con- 
junction is not in the Froben Vulgate of 1514 
or the 1527 Vulgate column or the earlier 
Vulgate copies. 


9 peccato esse obnoxios Ug’ auaptiav elvai (“sub 
peccato esse" Vg.) Erasmus introduced the 
word obnoxius eleven times in 1516, and at a 
further fifteen passages in 1519. In the Vulgate 
N.T., it occurs only at Act. 19,40; Hebr. 2,15. 
The word conveys a more emphatic sense, 
“under the authority or domination of” rather 
than just “under”. See further on Act. 14,15. 


10 Non &v1 Ov ("Quia non" Vg. For the 
omission of quia, see on Job. 1,20, and Annot. 
Erasmus' 1516 edition followed codd. 2815 
and 2817 in omitting óri, accompanied by 
cod. 1 and many other late mss. In 1519, he 
restored the word to the text, in agreement with 
codd. 3, 2105, 2816 and another large section 
of the later mss., as well as $ A B D G. The 
word quia was omitted by Manetti. 

10 ne vnus quidem oùSt els ("quisquam" Vg). 
A similar substitution occurs at 1 Cor. 6,5. See 
Annot. This change may have been influenced 
by Lefévre, who had mec vnus quidem. 

11 qui intelligat 6 cuvdv "intelligens" Vg.). 
Erasmus provides a rendering for the Greek 
article, and also avoids the combination of est 
with a present participle (cf. on Zoh. 1,28), thus 
producing consistency with the Vulgate usage 
of qui faciat in vs. 12. 

11 qui exquirat ó &kGryvóov "requirens" Vg.). See 
the previous note. In Annot., Erasmus further 
objects that requiro does not convey the sense 
of seeking after God. However, exquiro is not 
without ambiguity, as it can also mean "enquire 
after", in which sense it is employed by Erasmus 
at Mt. 10,11, rendering &&erázco. He retains 
requiro for &Gryréco at Le. 11,51; Act. 15,17. 

12 deflexerunt t&&kAivav (“declinauerunt” Vg.). 
Erasmus also uses deflecto for &rpérouos at 
1 Tim. 1,6; 5,15. However, he retains declino for 
&kkAlvoo at Rom. 16,17; 1 Petr. 3,11. 
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12 qui exerceat roi (“qui faciat" 1516 = Vg.). 
A similar substitution of exerceo occurs at Le. 
10,37; 1 Iob. 3,7 (both 1519). Erasmus retains 
facto bonum for Troiéco TO KaAdv at Rom. 7,21; 
Gal. 6,9, and for vroi&o à&yaðóv at 1 Petr. 3,11, 
and puts facio iustitiam for moitw GiKadocUvnv 
at 1 Job. 3,10. For the avoidance of facio, see 
on Job. 1,15. 


12 bonitatem yonotornta (“bonum” Vg.). This 
change is consistent with Vulgate usage at 
Rom. 2,4; 11,22; Gal. 5,22; Epb. 2,7. At Tit. 3,4, 
rendering the same Greek word, Erasmus sub- 
stituted bonitas for benignitas. 


13 apertum é&vewypévos ("patens" Vg.). Erasmus 
selects a rendering which is closer to the form 
of the Greek passive participle, and consis- 
tent with Vulgate usage at e.g. Ap. Job. 3,8. The 
word patens could also mean “broad” or “wide” 
rather than "open". 


13 ad dolum vsi sunt *odotcov (“dolose 
agebant" Vg.). Erasmus produces a clearer ren- 
dering ("used their tongues for deceit", rather 
than "behaved deceitfully with their tongues"), 
though less literal than the Vulgate. 


14 execratione &p&s (^maledictione" Vg.). A si- 
milar substitution occurs in rendering ka rópa 
at 2 Petr. 2,14 (1516 only), though maledictio is 
retained at Jac. 3,10. At Gal. 3,10, 13 (both in 
1519), execratio replaces maledictum. In Annot., 
Erasmus also suggests deuotione or imprecatione. 
The point here is that the Greek word refers 
to a curse, whereas maledictio, which is com- 
paratively rare in classical Latin usage, means 
"verbal abuse". 


14 amarulentia mixpias (“amaritudine” Vg.). A 
similar change occurs at Eph. 4,31; Hebr. 12,15, 
though Erasmus keeps amaritudo at Act. 8,23. 
His choice of amarulentia does not exist in 
classical usage. 


15 illorum oxrró»v (“eorum” Vg.). This change 
appears to be merely for the sake of variety. 
16 calamitas taħarmæœpia (“infelicitas” Vg.). 
The Vulgate word is not unsuitable, but Erasmus 
may have felt that it was ambiguous, as it can 
also mean a lack of success or a lapse of style, 
as well as a state of wretchedness and misfortune. 
The word calamitas appears in the Vulgate at 
twelve O.T. passages, but nowhere in the N.T. 
The change made by Erasmus was anticipated 
by Manetti. 


18 coram oculis &révavmi Tév òpðaApőv ("ante 
oculos" Vg.). See on Act. 7,46 for Erasmus’ use 
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P?OfSauev 5E Sti dca ó vópog AE 
yet, Toig iv TH vópw Aasi, iva av 
cTÓóua opayij, Kai UmóBiKos yévrrod 
Tas ó Kdopos TH Oe PST EE 
Épycov vópou oU Bikodcofjcerai moa 
càp ivomiov avtot. Sik yàp vópou 
Emíyvootis auaptias. ?'vuvi 86 xcopis 
vópou Sikaioouvn Seo TreEQavépo»rot, 
paprupougévn UTTO ToU vópou kal Tdv 
Tpognróv. Z6Bikoiocóvn St bcd Bii 
TíoT&os “Incot Xpiotot elg mdvtas 
Kai étri TávTag TOUS motevovtas. OÙ 
yep ton iaotoàń. Z mávTtes yàp 
ñuapTtov, koi votepolvta Tfj; BóEms 
TOU 0:00, ?*&ikoroUuevoi Swpedy Tij 
aUTOU wxáprri, Si& Tis &ToAvTQo- 
osos Tis iv XpiotH "Ipoo0, Adv 
Trpoé&ero ó 8&6s iAactiipiov, Bi TS 
tiotews èv TH aUToU aipati, els ëv- 
SeiEiv Tfjg Sikaioouvns avo, Sic Thy 
Tápeciv TOV Trpoyeyovórov dyap- 
TnuáTov, ?étv TH &voyíij ToU 600, 
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PScimus autem quod quaecunque 
lex dicit, his qui in lege sunt dicat: vt 
omne os obturetur, et obnoxius fiat 
totus mundus deo: ? propterea quod 
ex operibus legis, non iustificabitur 
omnis caro in conspectu eius. Per le- 
gem enim agnitio peccati. ^ Nunc 
vero absque lege iustitia dei manife- 
stata est, dum comprobatur testimonio 
legis ac prophetarum. Iustitia vero 
dei per fidem Iesu Christi in omnes 
et super omnes eos qui credunt. Non 
enim est distinctio. "Omnes enim 
peccauerunt, ac destituuntur gloria 
dei. ™Tustificantur autem gratis per 
illius gratiam, per redemptionem 
quae est in Christo lesu, quem 
proposuit deus reconciliatorem per 
fidem, interueniente ipsius sangui- 
ne, ad ostensionem iustitiae suae, 
propter remissionem praeteritorum 
peccatorum, — quae deus tolerauit, 


21 manifestata B-E: manifesta Æ | dum comprobatur B-E: comprobata A | ac B-E: et A | 
23 ac B-E:et.A | 25 interueniente B-E: in A | 26 quae deus tolerauit B-E: in patientia dei A 


of coram. He retains ante oculos for &voxmov at 
Ap. Iob. 9,13. Manetti again anticipated this 
change. 


19 quod &11 (““quoniam” Vg.). See on Jo. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 


19 dicit ... dicat Neyer ... Aoi ("loquitur ... 
loquitur" Vg.). The Vulgate repetition of loqui- 
tur corresponds with Aéyei ... Aéyer in codd. 
D* (F) G. As elsewhere, Erasmus prefers to use 
dico when accompanied by an object. Manetti 
put dicit ... loquitur, distinguishing between the 
two different Greek verbs. 


19 obturetur ppayŭ (“obstruatur” Vg.). Erasmus 
also uses the idiomatic phrase obturo os (“seal 
the mouth”) for qiuóco at Mt. 22,34 (1522); 
1 Petr. 2,15, and for &mioouíGo at Tit. 1,11, 
In rendering ppdoow at Hebr. 11,33, inconsis- 
tently, he replaces obturo os by occludo os. 


19 obnoxius 9 róbikos (“subditus” Vg.). Whereas 
the Vulgate rendering merely denoted subjection 
to divine authority, Erasmus wished to add the 


sense of liability to divine punishment, as ex- 
plained in Annot. ("obligatus ad poenam"). See 
also on vs. 9, above, and Resp. ad collat. iuv. 
geront., LB IX, 978 C-D. Elsewhere Erasmus 
retains subditus in rendering úmotáocw. The 
use of obnoxius here was suggested by Lefévre 
Comm. 


19 totus tas (“omnis” Vg.). See on Job. 8,2. 

20 propterea quod 51611 (“quia” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,19. 

20 in conspectu eius tveaTiov avtot ("coram 
illo” Vg.). See on Act. 3,13 regarding in conspectu. 
Manetti and Lefévre both had coram eo. 

20 agnitio triyvwois ("cognitio" Vg.). Erasmus 
felt that ériyveocis meant "recognition" or 
“acknowledgment” rather than just the acqui- 
sition of knowledge. Cf. Annot. A similar sub- 
stitution occurs at 2 Petr. 1,2, 3; 2,20, in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at Eph. 1,17; 
4,13; Col. 1,9; 2,2; 3,10; 1 Tim. 2,4; Tit. 1,1; 
Phm. 6. Erasmus further substitutes agnitio for 
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scientia at Phil. 1,9; Col. 1,10. See on Toh. 8,43 
for the related substitution of agnosco for cognosco, 
and cf. on Rom. 1,28. 


21 vero 5€ (“autem” Vg). See on Job. 1,26. 
Erasmus' choice of word was the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster. 

21 absque ywpis ("sine" Vg). In rendering 
ywpis, Erasmus also makes this substitution 
at sixteen other passages, e.g. at Lc. 6,49 (1519); 
Rom. 3,28; 4,6, in conformity with Vulgate 
usage at Hebr. 4,15. See further on Job. 8,7. 


21 manifestata est Trepavépoyroa (“manifesta est” 
1516). The 1516 rendering was less literal than 
the Vulgate, and followed the wording of Lefèvre. 
Erasmus follows the Vulgate in using manifestus 
sum for this Greek verb at 2 Cor. 5,11; 11,6. In 
1519, he restored the Vulgate rendering here. 
However, elsewhere in 1519, he shows a tendency 
to remove the verb manifesto: see on Iob. 1,31. 


21 dum comprobatur testimonio legis ac prophetarum 
paprupoupgévn UTró ToU vópou Kal TÓv Trpo- 
QnTÓÀv (“testificata a lege et prophetis" Vg.; 
"comprobata testimonio legis et prophetarum" 
1516). In classical Latin, since testificor is a de- 
ponent verb, éestificata does not have the passive 
sense required by the Greek participle. See Resp. 
ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 978 D-E. In using 
the present tense, Erasmus is more precise. This 
substitution may be compared with his use of 
testimonio comprobata to render paptupoupévty 
at 1 Tim. 5,10. For ac, see on Joh. 1,25. Manetti 
replaced a by sub. 


22 vero 5t (“autem” Vg.). See on loh. 1,26. 


22 omnes eos TaVTAS (“omnes” Vg.). The Vulgate 
is more literal here. 


22 qui credunt tous Thovtevovtas ("qui credunt 
in eum" late Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of 
in eum is virtually unsupported by Greek mss. 
(cf. Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 1, pp. 328- 
30). Erasmus’ correction agreed with the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


23 ac at (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Iob. 1,25. 


23 destituuntur GotepotvTai (“egent” Vg.). Eras- 
mus finds a more vigorous rendering, meaning 
that such persons not merely "lack" (egent) but 
are "deprived of" or “made destitute of” the 
glory of God. See Annot., and Resp. ad collat. 
iuv. geront., LB IX, 978 F-979 A. Elsewhere a 
similar substitution occurs at Hebr. 11,37, and 
destituo also replaces desum at 1 Cor. 1,7. Erasmus 
retains egeo for Yotepéw at Le. 15,14; 2 Cor. 
11,9. 
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23 gloria fj; óns. In Annot., Erasmus implies 
that gratia was found in some copies of the 
late Vulgate, a reading which lacks Greek ms. 
support. He could have derived this informa- 
tion from Lefévre, who made the same point. 
See also Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront, LB IX, 
978 E-F. 

24 lustificantur autem Sixaioúpevon ("Iustificati" 
Vg.). As explained in Annot., Erasmus regarded 
it as more important to convey the Greek 
present tense than to preserve the participial 
form of the Greek word. 

24 per illius gratiam ij aÙtoŬ ydpitt (“per 
gratiam ipsius" Vg.). See on Rom. 1,20 for the 
removal of ipse. Erasmus is more literal as to 
the word-order. 


25 reconaliatorem iħaothpiov ("propitiatorem" 
late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). Erasmus’ adoption 
of reconciliator (“reconciler”) may have been 
partly prompted by an awareness that propitiator 
and propitiatio, etc., do not occur in classical 
usage. However, this changed rendering is less 
suitable for conveying the doctrinal concept 
of propitiatory sacrifice. In Annot., Erasmus 
commended propiciationem as an alternative, 
which seems to have been the rendering of the 
earlier Vulgate. He further suggested propicia- 
torium, which had been proposed by Valla 
Annot. and Lefèvre, consistent with Vulgate 
usage at Hebr. 9,5. 


25 interueniente ipsius sanguine tv TH auToO 
aipat: (“in sanguine ipsius" Vg; “in ipsius 
sanguine” 1516). This alteration is again doctri- 
nally controversial, as Erasmus’ 1519 rendering 
excludes the possible interpretation, “through 
faith in his blood”. Cf. Resp. ad collat. iuv. 
geront., LB IX, 979 B. The version of Manetti 
put in sanguine suo. 


25 praeteritorum poyeyovótow (“praeceden- 
tium" Vg.) Erasmus renders the perfect par- 
ticiple more accurately. 


25 pecatorum | &paprnuérrov (“delictorum” 
Vg.). This substitution is consistent with Vulgate 
usage at Mc. 3,28; 4,12; 1 Cor. 6,18. Erasmus 
follows the usual Vulgate practice of reserving 
delictum for Tapdtrtwpa, but see on Rom. 4,25 
for some exceptions. 


26 quae deus tolerauit tv vij &voyij ToU 8:00 
(“in sustentatione dei" Vg.; "in patientia dei" 
1516) The Vulgate used patientia in render- 
ing &voyf) at Rom. 2,4, where Erasmus sub- 
stituted tolerantia: see ad loc., and also Annot. 


LB 577 
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Tpós EvSeiEiv Tfjg Bikotocuvns ato 
iv TG viv kaipó, cl; TÒ elvai avTov 
Sixatov, Kai 61kato0vra Tov k Trio Tecos 
Inoot. 

27TIot ot fj kaüyncis; é&exAeion. 
Bid Troiou vópou; TÓÀv Épycov; oxi, &A- 
Aà Sie | vópou triotews. 7 Aoyitópe- 
Ba oov miotas Sikciotcba &vOpoxrrov 
xopis Épycov vópov. PÑ 'louBaicov ó 
Beds uóvov; ovyi è Kal £Ovów; vai koi 
&Ovdov. *étreitrep els ó Oeds, Ss Sıkar- 
cei Treprrourt|v èk Triotews, Kal é&xpopu- 
otiav BiX Tfjg triotews. 3 vdpov ov 
KatapyoUpev Sick Tfjg Trío Tecos; ui] yé- 
vorro: &AA& vópov ioTóOypev. 


31 Aa AB E: £a CD 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


ad ostendendam iustitiam suam in 
praesenti tempore: in hoc, vt ipse sit 
iustus: et iustificans eum qui est ex 
fide Iesu. 

TWbi igitur gloriatio? Exclusa est. 
Per quam legem? Operum? Non: imo 
per | legem fidei. ?Arbitramur igi- 
tur fide iustificari hominem absque 
operibus legis. ? An Iudaeorum deus 
tantum? An non et gentium? Certe 
et gentium. "Quandoquidem vnus 
deus qui iustificabit circuncisionem 
ex fide, et praeputium per fidem. 
3tLegem igitur irritam facimus per 
fidem? Absit. Imo legem stabilimus. 


26 ostendendam iustitiam suam B-E (exc iusticiam pro iustitiam B C): ostensionem iusticiae 
suae A | 27 imo B-E:sed.4 | 31 stabilimus B-E: constituimus 4 


In 1516 Annot., Erasmus abbreviates the text 
by omitting Tfj. This article is contained in all 
his Basle mss. (though cod. 1 had ypiotot for 
Ocot). The 1516 rendering was identical with 
that of Ambrosiaster. Lefèvre put in sufferentia 
dei, though in Comm. he also proposed using 
patientia or tolerantia. 


26 ad ostendendam iustitiam suam pos EvBerEv 
THs SikotooUvns av ToU (“ad ostensionem iu- 
stitiae eius" Vg.; "ad ostensionem iusticiae suae" 
1516). Erasmus’ adoption of ostendo was for 
stylistic variety, in view of the occurrence of ad 
ostensionem in the previous verse. A similar 
substitution, in rendering &vdSe€is, occurs at 
Lc. 1,80 (1519). At 2 Cor. 8,24, Erasmus replaced 
ostensio by documentum. He retained ostensto for 
é&mó6tiEts at 1 Cor. 2,4. See further on 2 Cor. 
8,24. The use of suae, as found in the 1516 
edition, had already been adopted by Ambrosi- 
aster, Manetti and Lefévre. 

26 praesenti 16 viv (“hoc” Vg.). Erasmus is 
more precise here. A similar change occurs at 
Rom. 8,18; 1 Tim. 6,17; 2 Tim. 4,10; Tit. 2,12 
(these last three in 1519). At 2 Cor. 8,14 (1516 
only), there is an opposite change from praesenti 


to hoc, and hoc is further retained for viv at 
Rom. 11,5. Manetti anticipated the correction 
made by Erasmus here. 


26 in boc, vt els TÓ (“vt” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,20. 
26 ipse sit eivai aùTtóv ("sit ipse" Vg.). The 
Vulgate is closer to the Greek word-order. 

26 qui est ex fide Tov tx mio eos ("qui ex fide 
est" Vg.). Erasmus' word-order corresponds with 
the 1492 edition of Ambrosiaster, together with 
Lefévre and some late Vulgate copies, though 
not the 1527 Vulgate column. 


26 leu'1noo0 ("Iesu Christi" late Vg.). Erasmus’ 
Greek text here follows cod. 2817, supported 
by N A B C and most later mss., including 
2105 and 2816. His codd. 1 and 2815, together 
with cod. D and some later mss., had “Inaowv. 
In codd. F G, “Inoot is completely omitted. 
The late Vulgate addition of Cbristi, which 
seems to have been influenced by the Old 
Latin, is supported by only a few of the later 
Greek mss. Both Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same correction as Erasmus. 


27 igitur ov ("est ergo" Vg.). For igitur, see on 
lob. 6,62. The Vulgate addition of est was a 


LB 578 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS 3,26 -31 


matter of translation rather than any variation 
of Greek mss. See Annot. The rendering of 
Manetti was just ergo. 

27 gloriatio } Kaúvyxnois (“gloriatio tua" late 
Vg. and many Vg. mss, with Vg"". The 
pronoun tya, ultimately derived from an Old 
Latin source, corresponds with the addition of 
cou in codd. F G and a few later mss. Erasmus 
regarded it as an explanatory addition by the 
translator: see Annot., and Resp. ad collat. iuv. 
geront., LB IX, 979 B-C. The word tua was 
omitted by a few Vulgate mss. (with Vg"), as 
well as by Manetti and Lefévre. In Manetti’s 
version, glorificatio was further substituted for 
&loriatio. 

27 Operum vé» Epyoov ("Factorum" Vg.). Eras- 
mus retains factum at Lc. 23,41; Rom. 8,13; 
15,18; 2 Cor. 10,11; Tit. 1,16; Ap. Iob. 2,6. Else- 
where he quite often changes changes opus to 
factum: see on Iob. 3,21. This change, which 
produces consistency with vs. 28, was anticipated 
by Manetti. 


27 imo &XA& (“sed” 1516 - Vg) See on 
Act. 19,2. 


28 igitur otv (“enim” Vg.). The Vulgate re- 
flects a Greek text having ydp, as in codd. 
N A D* F G and some other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss, com- 
mencing with B C D*r, See Annot. The same 
change was made by Lefévre, while Manetti 
had ergo. 


28 fide iustificari hominem voe BikodoUo901 
&vOpcoorrov (“iustificari hominem per fidem" 
Vg.). The Vulgate possibly reflects the reading 
Sixaiotobai tiote: &vOpcorrov, exhibited by 
poid N* A B C D 0219"* and some later 
mss. The variant Sikoto0098o1. &vOpoxrrov Sik 
triotews, found in codd. F G, is closer to the 
Vulgate word-order, but may represent a re- 
translation from the Latin. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with N ©" as well 
as 1, 2105, 2816 and most other late mss. The 
mss. of Manetti's translation had fide iustificare 
bominem (sic), while Lefèvre put tustificart bomi- 
nem, without fide. 

28 absque ywpis ("sine" Vg). See on vs. 21, 
above. 

29 uóvov. Erasmus’ cod. 2815 had pdveov, as 
in cod. B and a few later mss. 


29 An non oùyì Sé ("Nonne" Vg.). See on Joh. 
18,11 for Erasmus’ use of an non. The Vulgate 
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may reflect the omission of 5é in company 
with codd. N A B C D F G and a few other 
mss. Here Erasmus’ Greek text follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816 and 
most other late mss. The rendering of Manetti 
put non autem. 


29 Certe vat (“Immo” Vg.). Erasmus elsewhere 
sometimes substitutes certe for etiam or ita in 
rendering this Greek word: at Mt. 11,9, 26; 
15,27; Lc. 12,5 (1519). Usually he reserves imo 
or immo for GAAG or Sé. See Annot. The version 
of Manetti was vtique. 

30 Quandoquidem Ensivrep ("Quoniam quidem" 
Vg.). A similar substitution occurs twice else- 
where, in rendering éreibf] at Phil. 2,26 and 
ws Sti at 2 Cor. 5,19. Erasmus further replaces 
quoniam by quandoquidem in rendering &mel, 
Ereibr, and mi, at Le. 1,34; 1 Cor. 1,22; 14,12, 
16; 2 Cor. 11,18; Hebr. 5,2, 11; 1 Petr. 4,17. At 
the present passage, the same change was made 
by Lefèvre. Manetti had just quoniam. 


30 vnus els ("vnus est" late Vg.). The late Vul- 
gate addition of est lacks explicit Greek ms. 
support, though it is a legitimate expansion. 
Erasmus’ correction was in agreement with the 
earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 


30 iustificabit Sikonwce: (“iustificat” late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss.). The present tense of the 
late Vulgate is not warranted by the Greek 
mss.: see Annot., and Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 
LB IX, 979 C-E. In Valla Annot., the Vulgate 
was cited as having iustificauit, which is found 
in many Vulgate mss. Both Valla and Lefèvre 
made the same correction as Erasmus. 


31 igitur oOv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Iob. 6,62. 
This change was anticipated by Manetti. 


31 irritam facimus xatapyoŬŭpev ("destruimus" 
Vg.). See on vs. 3, above, and see also Annot. 


31 Imo &AA& ("Sed" Vg.). See on Act. 19,2. 


31 stabilimus iot&pev statuimus" Vg.; "con- 
stituimus" 1516 Lat.). The Vulgate use of the 
indicative, retained by Erasmus, may reflect the 
substitution of iotdvoyev, as in codd. N* A 
B C D°! and a few later mss. Other variants 
also exist. The text of Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, accompanied by N ©" Deer ©) 
and most later mss., including 1, 2105, 2816. 
Elsewhere he uses stabilio for otnpile at 
2 Thess. 2,17; 3,3, and for OepeAtdoo at 1 Petr. 
5,10. In the present context, he wished to avoid 
the suggestion that the apostle "enacted" the 
law: see Annot. 
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Tí otv époUpev ABpadu tov ma- 

Tépa Tipóv evonkévan KaT& OÅPKA; 
2ei yàp ABpady èE čpyov eSikaie- 
6n, exer kaúxnua, GAA’ oU Trpós Tov 
0cóv. 3i yàp Å ypaph Atys; Eri- 
otevoe 5& ABpadu TO 9&5, koi &Ao- 
yic8n atta cis BikcnocUvny. tæ SE 
tpyağomévæw, ó plo8ds ot AoyiZetar 
kaT& xápiv, GAAK karà TO S—eiAnua. 
576 56 ut) epyatouéve, tTioTevovTt 
Se mi tov BixmotvTa Tov Gori, 
AoyiGetar fj miotis avto eis Bikodo- 
ouvnv. Ćfkaðámep Kal AaBid A£ya 
Tov gakapicuóv ToU d&vOpemrrou, é 
ó sòs Aoyičeraı Sikaioovvnv xæpis 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Quid igitur dicemus, inuenisse 

Abraham patrem nostrum secun- 
dum carnem? ?Nam si Abraham ex 
operibus iustificatus fuit, habet quod 
glorietur, at non apud deum. *Quid 
enim scriptura dicit? Credidit autem 
Abraham deo, et imputatum est ei 
ad iustitiam. ^Ei vero qui operatur, 
merces non imputatur secundum gra- 
tiam, sed secundum debitum. *Porro 
ei qui non operatur, sed credit in eum 
qui iustificat impium, imputatur fides 
sua ad iustitiam. Quemadmodum et 
Dauid explicat beatificationem homi- 
nis, cui deus imputat iustitiam absque 


41 inuenisse ... nostrum B-E: Abraham patrem nostrum inuenisse 4 | 2 quod glorietur B-E: 
gloriationem 4 | 5 sed credit B-E: credit autem 4 | 6 explicat B-E: dicit A 


4,1 igitur obv ("ergo" Vg.). See on Job. 6,62. 


1 inuenisse Abraham patrem nostrum. ABpaòy 
Tov matépa æv seüpnkévan (“Abraham pa- 
trem nostrum inuenisse" 1516). The position 
of the verb in the Vulgate version, as well as 
in the later editions of Erasmus' Latin transla- 
tion, involves an ambiguity as to whether the 
following words secundum carnem are connected 
with inuenisse (“found ... according to the flesh”) 
or with patrem nostrum (“our father according 
to the flesh"). In 1516, Erasmus' rendering 
strictly followed the word-order of his Greek 
mss., linking secundum carnem with inuenisse. In 
1519, citing patristic testimony in Annot., he 
returned to the Vulgate word-order in his 
translation, resulting in a conflict between his 
Latin and Greek texts. The Vulgate reflected the 
transposition of e)pnkévot before Appap, as 
in codd. X A C D F G and a few other mss. 
In cod. B, this verb is omitted, and in codd. 


M* A B C*, nporréropa (a word not used 
elsewhere in the N.T.) is further substituted for 
Trarépa. Erasmus’ Greek text follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816" 
and most other late mss. (in 28167 “4, eUonkévon 
is replaced by eUpeotnkéva). The main textual 
issue here is whether eüpnkévoa was placed after 
fiuc by some copyists in order to remove a 
perceived ambiguity, or whether the concept of 


"finding something according to the flesh" 
appeared strange to a few ancient scribes, who 
solved this problem either by deleting the verb 
or by moving it to an earlier position in the 
sentence. 

2 Nam si ek yap ("Si enim" Vg). See on 
Tob. 3,34. 

2 operibus tpywv ("operibus legis" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate addition lacks Greek ms. 
support. The word /egis was omitted in the 
versions of Manetti and Lefévre, and was not 
in Lefévre's Vulgate text. 


2 iustificatus fuit &bicncoOr] ("iustificatus est" 
Vg.). Erasmus frequently substitutes fui, fueram, 
fuissem, etc., to refer more explicitly to a past 
action or state of being: in this instance, to 
convey the sense of "was justified (or was 
brought into a justified state) at that time", 
rather than "is now in a justified state". This 
distinction was useful for expressing more 
precisely the meaning of the Greek aorist 
tense. Further examples occur eg. in vs. 25, 
below, traditus fuit for traditus est (wapedd6n); 
Rom. 5,8, mortuus fuit for mortuus est (&mréðavs); 
Rom. 5,10, reconciliati fuimus for reconciliati sumus 
(kocrnAA&ymuev). 

2 quod glorietur xavynpa (“gloriam” Vg.; "glori- 
ationem" 1516). The Vulgate use of gloria here 
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misleadingly treats kowynua ("boast") as equi- 
valent to Só£a (“glory”). See Annot. A similar 
substitution of quod glorier occurs at 1 Cor. 9,16, 
and also in rendering kavynots at Rom. 15,17 
(1519). At 2 Cor. 9,3, Erasmus renders kawyn- 
ua fipcv by gloria qua glorior. The replacement 
of gloria by gloriatio, as adopted in 1516 at 
the present passage, is found elsewhere in ren- 
dering both xowynpa and Kavynots at Rom. 
15,17 (1516 only); 1 Cor. 9,15; 15,31; 2 Cor. 
1,12; 8,24; 11,10, 17; Gal. 6,4; 1 Thess. 2,19; 
Hebr. 3,6, in accordance with Vulgate usage at 
Rom. 3,27; 1 Cor. 5,6; 2 Cor. 7,4, 14. In Valla 
Annot. on Rom. 15,17, preference was given to 
babeo unde glorier, on the grounds that habeo 
gloriationem was contrary to classical usage. 
Similarly, in the present verse, Lefévre put unde 
glorietur, though he also mentioned gloriationem 
as an alternative in Comm. 


2 at &AN ("sed" Vg.). Erasmus often follows 
the Vulgate in using sed for &AAG, but sometimes 
varies the vocabulary by substituting zm(r)o, at, 
or verum, and occasionally age, caeterum, quin, 
tamen, ot veruntamen. Cf. on Iob. 1,26 (autem); 
15,4 (verum etiam); Act. 19,2 (immo). 

3 scriptura dicit ypagh Mya (“dicit scriptura" 
late Vg.). The word-order of Erasmus’ translation 
is more literal, restoring the earlier Vulgate 
reading. The same wording was also used by 
Manetti. 


3 autem 5€ (Vg. omits). The Vulgate corresponds 
with the omission of 56 by codd. D* F G. The 
version of Manetti made the same correction 
as Erasmus. 


3 imputatum est EAoyloOn (“reputatum est” 
Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus describes the Vulgate’s 
inconsistent treatment of AoyiZopot in these 
verses as “puerilem affectationem copiae”, and 
agrees with the similar objection raised by 
Valla Annot. For imputo and reputo, see further 
on Rom. 2,26, and Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
LB IX, 979 E-980 D. 


3 ei atte (“illi” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,28. Eras- 
mus' wording agrees with Ambrosiaster (1492 
edition) and Manetti. 


4 vero 5€ (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. The 
same change was made by Lefévre. 


4 16. The article was omitted by codd. 1, 2105, 
2816, 2817 and virtually all other mss. Erasmus’ 
text here follows cod. 2815, giving a poorly 
supported reading which remained in the Textus 
Receptus. 
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5 Porro ei to 5€ (“Ei vero” Vg). See on 
Tob. 8,16. 


5 sed credit miotevovni Sé ("credenti autem” 
Vg.; “credit autem” 1516). For sed, see on Joh. 
1,26, Erasmus felt that, to preserve the symmetry 
of the Greek construction, this second verb 
should be in the indicative, matching operatur, 
though the Greek wording has participles in 
both places. See Annot. 


5 imputatur doyilerou (“reputatur” Vg.). See 
on vs. 3, and Annot. 


5 sua otrtow (“eius” Vg.) Erasmus uses the 
reflexive pronoun to make a clearer distinction 
from the preceding eum, which referred to God. 
The reading of cod. 2815 was otrrép, with little 
or no other ms. support. Manetti made the 
same change as Erasmus. 


5 iustitiam Sikoicotvny (“iusticiam secun- 
dum propositum gratiae dei” late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). As indicated in Annot., the 
late Vulgate addition lacks Greek ms. support. 
Lefèvre omitted the extra words, while guard- 
edly observing in Comm. that they were “not 
now contained (“nunc non habetur”) in the 
Greek mss.” 


6 Quemadmodum kaðámep (“Sicut” Vg.). In 
rendering kaðárrep, similar substitutions oc- 
cur at Rom. 12,4; 1 Cor. 12,12; 2 Cor. 1,14; 3,13; 
1 Thess. 2,11; 3,6; 4,5, in accordance with 
Vulgate usage at 2 Cor. 8,11; 1 Thess. 3,12; Hebr. 
4,2. See further on Rom. 1,13. Lefèvre made the 
same change. 


6 explicat eye (“dicit” 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus 
renders according to context, no doubt finding 
dico beatitudinem (“say the blessedness”) an un- 
natural turn of phrase. 


6 beatificationem tov paxapiopóv (“beatitudi- 
nem” Vg.). The same substitution occurs in 
vs. 9, though Erasmus retains beatitudo at Gal. 
4,15. The term beatificatio, unlike beatitudo, did 
not occur in classical usage, and was hence not 
an improvement. In Annot. on vs. 9, Erasmus 
also suggests beatio, which is similarly absent 
from classical authors. 


6 imputat doyileta (accepto fert" Vg.). See 
on vs. 3, and Annot. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus 
cites the text as AoyiGnto, a spelling not 
found in his Basle mss. The phrase accepto fero 
was rare in classical usage. Manetti anticipated 
this change, while Lefévre had reputat. 


6 absque «cops (“sine” Vg.). See on Rom. 3,21. 
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toycv. "Makápioi, av åpéðnoav ai 
é&vouíon, Kal av étrexadugdnoav ai 
é&uaptia: SpoKdpios åvńp, à oU ph 
Aoyiontat KUpios &papríav. ?ó pa- 
Kapiopes otv oUTos, mi thy Tepi- 
Touny, Ñ kai &mi Tijv óxpopucTíav; 
Aéyousv yap Sti &oyícen 1H ABpa- 
àu fj tiotis cis Stkciocuvnv. 7 adds 
oUv £AoyícOn; èv trepitopi) óvm, À 
èv  &kpoBuoTíg; oùk èv reprroufj, 
AN èv àkpoßBuotig. “Kai | onueiov 
čAaBe mepirouñs, oppayiða tis a- 
ocuvns Tis miotews Tfjg èv TH kpo- 
Buvotia, eis TO eivai aùrtòv TraTépa 
TávTov TOV Tiotevdvtwv ð d&Kpo- 
Buotias, eis TO Aoyic9fjvai koi avTois 
Tijv BikonocUvnv, Kal matépa mepi- 
Toufjs Toig OUK èk Treprroufjg uóvov, 


4,11 aurov B-E: om. A 
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operibus. "Beati, quorum remissae 
sunt iniquitates, et quorum obtecta 
sunt peccata. *Beatus vir, cui non im- 
putabit dominus peccatum. °’ Beatifi- 
catio igitur haec, in circuncisionem 
tantum, an et in praeputium deuenit? 
Dicimus enim, quod imputata fuerit 
Abrahae fides ad iustitiam. '? Quomo- 
do ergo imputata est? Quum esset in 
circuncisione, an quum esset in prae- 
putio? Non in circuncisione, sed in 
praeputio. “Et signum | accepit cir- 
cuncisionis, signaculum iustitiae fidei, 
quae fuerat in praeputio, vt esset 
pater omnium credentium per prae- 
putium, vt imputaretur et illis iustitia, 
et pater circuncisionis iis qui non 
solum genus ducerent a circuncisis, 


8 imputabit B-E: imputarit | 9 circuncisionem E: praepucium A-C, praeputium D | tantum, 
an et B-E: an A | praeputium E: circücisionem 4-D | deuenit B-E: om. A | iustitiam B-E 


(iusticiam B CJ iustificationem 4. | 
erat A | 
pro circuncisis B D E): essent ex circücisione A 


7 obtecta sunt tmexadvgOnoav ("tecta sunt” 
Vg.). Erasmus seeks to render the Greek com- 
pound verb more precisely. It does not occur 
elsewhere in the N.T. 


8 imputabit NoylonToun (“imputauit” late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss; "imputarit" 1516). The 
late Vulgate substitution of perfect for future 
tense arose from a textual alteration within the 
Latin tradition, changing -b- to -«-. The spelling 
offered by most Greek mss., and reproduced in 
Erasmus' text, is the aorist subjunctive. However, 
in 1516 Annot., he spells it Aoyičn, and in 
1519-35 Annot. as Aoyicetou, future tense. 
Erasmus’ Basle mss. all have Aoyíonot (except 
that cod. 2816**d had AoyiZnrai). His rendering 
was in agreement with the earlier Vulgate, the 
1492 edition of Ambrosiaster, and Manetti. 


9 Beatificatio & yoxapicyuós ("Beatitudo" Vg.). 
See on vs. 6. 


9 igitur oOv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Joh. 6,62. The 
same change was made by Lefèvre. 


11 signaculum B-E: obsignaculum 4 | 
12 et pater C-E: pater inquam 4 B. | 


fuerat B-E: 


genus .. circuncisis B-E (exc. circücisis 


9 circuncisionem ... praeputium deuenit TV Trepi- 
Touhy ... Tfjv éxpoBuoTtiav (“circuncisione ... 
praeputio" Vg.; "praepucium ... circuncisionem" 
1516; "praepu(c)ium ... circuncisionem deuenit" 
1519-27). Erasmus' use of the accusative in his 
rendering is closer to the Greek wording. His 
change of Latin word-order in 1516-27, however, 
does not seem to be based on mss. The addition 
of deuenit supplied a verb to complete the 
elliptical Greek construction. See Annot., where 
Erasmus also suggests venit or competit. 


9 tantum, an et Ñ xal ("tantum manet, an 
etiam" late Vg; “an” 1516). The omission of 
etiam in 1516 corresponds with the omission 
of kai in cod. 2817, together with 1, 2105*, 
2816 and some other late mss., and this was 
the form of text cited in Annot. The type- 
setter of the 1516 Greek text was following 
cod. 2815, which like most other mss. inserted 
kai. This resulted in a disagreement with the 
accompanying Latin column, which escaped 
the notice of Erasmus or his proof-reader. The 
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discrepancy was rectified in 1519 by amend- 
ing the Latin N.T. translation; at the same 
time, Erasmus also restored tantum, as being 
a legitimate expansion of the meaning of the 
Greek wording: see Annot. In cod. D, uóvov 
was inserted here, probably as a result of 
retranslation from the Old Latin. The late 
Vulgate addition of manet is not explicitly 
supported by Greek mss. The version of Ma- 
netti had just av, as in Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 
Lefévre Comm. offered am ctiam (as in some 
mss. of the earlier Vulgate), and also an ne 
etiam. 


9 ydp. Cod. 2815 has oóv, apparently without 
other ms. support. 


9 quod 611 ("quia" Vg.). See on lob. 1,20. The 
same change was made by Manetti. 


9 imputata fuerit ENoyioOn (“reputata est” Vg.). 
See on vs. 3. 


9 Abrahae fides t& ABpadp fy tiotis (“fides 
Abraae" Vg. 1527). The late Vulgate word-order 
has little support from Greek mss. The 1527 
Vulgate column agreed with the Froben edition 
of 1514, while the 1491 edition had fides Abrae. 
The wording of Erasmus agreed with the earlier 
Vulgate, the 1492 edition of Ambrosiaster, and 
also Manetti and Lefévre. 


9 iustitiam — OwonocUvmnv — (“iustificationem” 
1516). The substitution of ;ustificatio also oc- 
curs at Rom. 10,4, in accordance with Vulgate 
usage at Rom. 8,10. Usually this word is reserved 
for rendering Sixaiwpa and Sikaíoois. 


10 imputata est Edoyio®n (“reputata est" Vg.). 
See on vs. 3. 


10 Quum esset dvr. (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission of the verb has little ms. support 
other than codd. F G. See Annot. The word- 
order of Lefévre followed Ambrosiaster in put- 
ting cum in circuncisione esset. 


10 quum esset (Vg. omits). Erasmus repeats these 
words for the sake of clarity. 


11 signaculum oppayida (“obsignaculum” 
1516) Erasmus, in 1516, introduces a word 
which is absent from classical authors, in an 
attempt to convey the distinction between onuei- 
ov and oppayis. At 1 Cor. 9,2, he substitutes 
sigillum, in accordance with Vulgate usage in 
several passages of the Apocalypse. He retains 
signaculum at 2 Tim. 2,19; Ap. Iob. 5,2, 5, 9. See 
Annot. In 1519, he restored the Vulgate word 
here. 
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11 quae fuerat tis (quae est" Vg.; “quae erat” 
1516). Erasmus prefers a past tense, following 
accepit. Lefèvre Comm. suggested using fuit. 


11 Tíj. The article is omitted in codd. 1, 2816, 
2817, along with D F G and some later mss. 


11 ot esset cis TO elvat. aùrtóv ("vt sit” Vg.) 
Erasmus again observes a more consistent se- 
quence of tenses. The omission of aùtóv in 


1516 was derived from cod. 2817, apparently 


without other ms. support. 


11 ot imputaretur eig TO Aoyioðñvoa ("vt repu- 
tetur" Vg.). See on vs. 3. 


11 Kal adtois. Cod. 2815* originally omitted 
xat, in company with codd. N * A B and some 
later mss, but the word was inserted as a 
correction (possibly by the original scribe). 
Most mss. have kai, as in N C DFG, 
together with 1, 2105, 2816, 2817. 


11 iustitia Tijv Owoiocuvmv (“ad iustitiam" 
Vg.). The Vulgate implies a different Greek text, 
having sig 8ikotoc0Uvrnyv as in cod. A and a few 
later mss., or elg Thy Sikatoovvny as in cod. 
2816. 


12 et pater xoà mrarépa ("vt sit pater" late 
Vg; “et sit pater" Vg. mss. "pater inquam" 
1516-19). The Vulgate addition of a verb is not 
dependent on Greek mss. For Erasmus' use of 
inquam, see on Job. 1,20. The mss. of Manetti’s 
translation had et sí pater. 


12 is qui non solum vois oux ... uóvov (“non 
his tantum qui" Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus objects 
to the Vulgate word-order. The passage is further 
discussed in Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 
980 D-981 D. For the substitution of solum, see 
on vs. 16. The substitution of iis for his gives 
a more precise rendering of the Greek article. 
Other examples of such a change can be found 
e.g. at Mt. 5,44; 12,4; Mc. 16,10; Lc. 9,61; 1 Cor. 
8,1; 2 Cor. 13,2, and elsewhere in the Epistles. 
Textual variation between iés and is is a notice- 
able feature of Vulgate mss. and editions. At 
some passages, Erasmus is content to retain bis. 
Closely resembling the rendering of Erasmus, 
Ambrosiaster had eorum qui non solum. Lefévre’s 
word-order was non iis qui sunt ex circuncisione 
solum, and Manetti had the same, except that 
he put dis rather than is. 


12 .. genus ducerent a circuncisis & meprroufis 
("sunt ex circuncisione" Vg.; "essent ex circun- 
cisione" 1516). The substitution of genus duco 
for sum was a change of meaning, suggesting 
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&AA& Kal Toig cTroryoUci Tois Íyveci 
Tis thotews tis iv dxpoBvotia ToU 
TaTpós fuv Appaéu. Bot ydp 
Sià vópou fj &rayysMa 1H ABpady, 
1| TH otréppati aÙToŬ, TÒ KAnpovó- 
pov avTóv elvat ToU Kkócyou, ÓAAk 
Sià Bikoioouvns triotews. “ei yàp oi 
& vópuou, kAnpovópoi, éKKeKkéveoTal f| 
TíoTis, Kod KaThpyntal f EreyyeMoc 
BS yap vónos dpyty Katepyddetan. 
ot yao oùk got: vóuos, oùt Trapá- 
Baots. Sik toto èk tictews, iva 
Kkat& xápiv, els TO eivai BeBaiav Thv 
&mayyeMav mavti TO oTéppoti, oU 
TÓ èk ToU voyou pgóvov, GAAd Kal 
TG èk tlotews ABpadp, ós oti ma- 
Thp Távrov fiiov: "Kabes ytypa- 
wtat oti [Tocrépa: ToAAdy tðvæv TÉBEN- 
kå ce karévavri oU étriotevce OcoU, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


verum etiam ingrederentur vestigiis 
fidei, quae fuit in praeputio patris no- 
stri Abrahae. ? Non enim per legem 
promissio contigit Abrahae, aut semi- 
ni eius, illum haeredem fore mundi, 
sed per iustitiam fidei. "Etenim si 
ii qui ad legem pertinent, haeredes 
sunt, inanis facta est fides, et irrita 
facta est promissio: "nam lex iram 
operatur. Siquidem vbi non est lex, 
ibi nec transgressio est. Idcirco ex 
fide datur haereditas, vt secundum 
gratiam, vt firma sit promissio vni- 
uerso semini: non ei quod est ex lege 
tantum, verum etiam ei quod est ex 
fide Abrahae, qui est pater omnium 
nostrum: "sicut scriptum est: Patrem 
multarum gentium constitui te. Nimi- 
rum ad exemplum dei cui crediderat, 


12 cTorxyouci A C-E: otiyouoi B | alt. rns B-E: tois A 


12 verum B-E: sed A | 14 ad legem pertinent B-E: ex lege sunt 4 | 15 alt. est BE: om. A | 
16 datur haereditas B-E: om. A | sit B-E: esset A | ei... tantum B-E: solum ei, quod est ex 
lege A | 17 Nimirum B-E (nimirum B-E): om. A 


"descended from" rather than "belonged to". 
The replacement of circuncisio by circunctsi is 
again less literal, but yields a clearer sense in 
this context. 


12 verum etiam &XA Kai ("sed et” Vg.; "sed 
etiam” 1516). See on Job. 15,24. Manetti an- 
ticipated the change which Erasmus made in 
1516. 


12 ingrederentur vestigiis tois oto1yoUol Tois 
ixveoi (“his qui sectantur vestigia" Vg.). The 
Vulgate is more literal than Erasmus, in at least 
attempting to provide a rendering for the first 
Toic here, but see above regarding the Vulgate 
use of Ais rather than its. Erasmus wished to 
avoid any implication that these were Gentile 
believers: according to his interpretation, the 
passage speaks of those Jews who were not 
merely Jewish by descent but also sincerely fol- 
lowed the faith of Abraham. See Annot., where 
he also conjectures that the Greek text originally 
had tois kai for kal rois, in front of aTotyoUci. 


He elsewhere renders otoryée by ambulo, incedo 
and procedo. 

12 fidei, quae fuit in praeputio TS Trio TEcos fs 
tv éxpoBuotia (fidei, quae est in praeputio" 
late Vg.). In 1516, Erasmus’ text had vois for 
tis (2nd.), following cod. 2815, together with 
a few other late mss. The earlier Vulgate placed 
fidei after praeputio, with support from codd. 
Nr A B C FG and many later mss. Erasmus’ 
word-order is supported by most of the later 
mss., though with diversity as to the presence 
or absence of ij before dxpoPvotia (codd. 
1, 2105 insert Tij). His rendering here follows 
the wording proposed in Lefévre Comm. 


13 contigit Abrahae tă% ABpadp ("Abra(h)ae" 
Vg.). Erasmus adds a verb, for clarification. See 
Annot. He makes a similar addition of contingo 
at Rom. 11,11. 

13 illum haeredem fore 76 KAnpovdpov aùtòv 
elvon (“vt haeres esset" Vg.). For the use of fore, 
see on Act. 14,9. In Annot., Erasmus suggests 
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the word-order Paredem mundi futurum. Manetti 
and Lefèvre both had vt ipse haeres esset (except 
that Manetti's spelling was heres). 


14 Etenim si si yap ("Si enim" Vg). See on 
Rom. 3,7. 

14 ii qui ad legem pertinent oi tk vóyou (“qui 
ex lege" Vg.; "ii qui ex lege sunt” 1516). Eras- 
mus again expands the meaning for the sake 
of clarity, but at vs. 16 he retains ex lege. 


14 inanis facta est E«kekévooron (“exinanita est" 
Vg.). Erasmus’ Greek text is here derived from 
cod. 2815, apparently without other ms. sup- 
port. However, his Latin rendering corresponds 
more closely with KexéveoTa, attested by codd. 
1, 2105, 2816, 2817 and most other mss. At 
1 Cor. 1,17; 9,15, he substitutes inanem reddo 
for euacuo in rendering Kevóc, and replaces 
euacuo With inanem facio (or rather, inanis fiat) 
at 2 Cor. 9,3. In the same way, he substitu- 
ted inanis for vacuus in rendering Kevds at 
1 Cor. 15,10, while retaining vacuus at Mc. 12,3; 
2 Cor. 6,1. At Phil. 2,7 (1519), he changed 
exinaniuit to inaniuit. see ad loc. 


14 irrita facta est xatipynta ("abolita est” 
Vg.). See on Rom. 3,3, and Annot. The version 
of Lefévre had sublata est. 


15 nam lex 6 yàp vóyos (“lex enim” Vg.). See 
on Job. 3,34. 

15 Siquidem vbi .. ibi oŭ yap ("Vbi enim" 
Vg.). See on Job. 3,34; 4,47, for siquidem. In 
vss. 13-15, where the Vulgate uses enim four 
times, Erasmus varies the style by adopting 
enim, etenim, nam, and siquidem. By inserting 
ibi, he prevents non ... nec from being misun- 
derstood to mean “neither ... nor”. Manetti had 
Nam vbi. 


15 transgressio est tapdBaois (“praeuaricatio” 
Vg. "transgressio" 1516). See on Rom. 2,23 for 
transgressio. The addition of est is for the sake 
of clarity. 


16 Idcirco &:.x otto (“Ideo” Vg). See on 
lob. 9,41. For other replacements for ideo in 
rendering 8i& ToUTo, see on Rom. 13,6. This 
change was anticipated by Manetti. 


16 ex fide datur haereditas tx tTriotews (“ex fide" 
1516 = Vg.). Erasmus’ explanatory addition was 
intended to supply the implied sense of this 
elliptical Greek expression, resuming from the 
references to kAnpovóyos in vss. 13-14. 


16 ot firma sit eis TO elvan BeBatav ("firma sit" 
late Vg. and some Vg. mss.; “vt firma esset" 
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1516). In 1519, Erasmus restores the reading of 
some mss. of the earlier Vulgate, in company 
with the 1492 edition of Ambrosiaster. 


16 vniuerso Tavti (“omni” Vg.). See on Joh. 8,2. 


16 non... tantum ov ... uóvov (“non ... solum” 
Vg.; “non solum ...” 1516). When using solum 
in the N.T., Erasmus usually follows the classical 
practice of placing the word directly after the 


negative, non. Since the Greek word-order here 
requires the adverb to be postponed, Erasmus 
prefers tantum. Other substitutions of tantum 
occur at 2 Cor. 8,21; Phil. 2,27; 2 Tim. 2,20. 
A change in the opposite direction, from tan- 
tum to solum, occurs at vs. 12 above, and also 
at Gal. 4,18; Phil. 2,12; 1 Thess. 1,5; 1 Petr. 2,18. 
Erasmus’ 1519 rendering is again the same as 
that of Ambrosiaster. 


16 ei quod est ex lege ... ei quod est ex fide ™ ÈK 
ToU vópou ... T® êk triotews ("ei qui ex lege 
est ... ei qui ex fide est” Vg.). Erasmus wishes 
to make clear that the pronoun eż relates to 
the preceding semen: see Annot., and also Resp. 
ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 981 E-F. On this 
point, he follows Lefévre. 


16 verum etiam &XXà Kai ("sed et" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 15,24. Manetti just put sed. 


16 est pater tot: racrp (“pater est” late Vg.). 
Erasmus follows the Greek word-order more 
closely, in agreement with the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 

17 Patrem 611 Tlotépa ("Quia patrem" Vg.). 
See on Joh. 1,20, and Annot. The rendering of 
Manetti was quod patrem. 


17 constitui tea ("posui" Vg). Erasmus 
here conforms with the Vulgate rendering of 
Gn. 17,5: see Annot. 


17 Nimirum ad exemplum dei «ovtvavm |... 
Geot (“ante deum" Vg.; "Ad exemplum dei” 
1516). Erasmus’ addition of nimirum helps to 
indicate that the O.T. quotation has finished, 
and that the following words are the apostle's 
exposition. The substitution of ad exemplum dei 
("following the example of God") is based on 
a dubious patristic interpretation, which Eras- 
mus found in cod. 2817" and other sources: 
see Annot., where he also mentions a more 
straightforward rendering, coram deo. For his 
removal of ante deum, see on Act. 7,46. 

17 crediderat &nioeuoe ("credidisti" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate, under influence from the Old 
Latin, corresponds with étiotevoas in codd. 
F G. See Annot. The earlier Vulgate had credidit. 
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TOU Cwotroiotivtos Tous vekpous, xai | 
KkaAoUvTos TH uh óvra, as óvrac 98s 
tap’ éATriSa ém’ EXmíBi Emo TEUGEV, 
sis tO ytvéo9ai atTov matépa mod- 
Adv t8vóv Kata TO sipnuévov, Ottws 
ota TÒ oTtéppa cov. Kai uh dobe- 
vías ti iota, OÙ KATEVÓNOE TÒ 
fauto odya Ån vevekpoouévov, ka- 
TovraéTns Trou Umdpywv, Kal Tiv 
véxpwov THs u'jTpag Záppos “eis Se 
Tijv &mayysAiav ToU Seo oU Biexpi- 
On Ti) &micTíg, GAA’ ivebuvagi0n Tij 
tioter, Sous Sd€av tH Oe, kai 
TÀnpopopn8ds Ot: ö emtyyyeATan, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


qui vitae restituit mortuos: ac vocat 
ea quae non sunt, | tanquam sint: 
"qui praeter spem sub spe credidit, 
se fore patrem multarum gentium: 
iuxta id quod dictum est: Sic erit 
semen tuum. "Ac non infirmatus 
fide, haud considerauit suum ipsius 
corpus iam emortuum, quum centum 
fere natus esset annos, nec emortuam 
vuluam Sarae: ? verum ad promissio- 
nem dei non haesitabat ob incredu- 
litatem, sed robustus factus est fide, 
tribuens gloriam deo: ? certa persuasi- 
one concepta, quod is qui promiserat, 


17 vitae restituit B-E: viuificat A | ac B-E: etA | 18 sub B-E:in A | 19 considerauit C-E: 


consyderauit A B | 
21 concepta B-E: accepta A 


Manetti put credebat, as if the Greek were 
Erro TEue. 


17 qui vitae restituit ToO. GoomrotoUvros (“qui 
viuificat" 1516 = Vg.). Elsewhere Erasmus always 
retains viuifico for this Greek verb, though it 
was not used by classical authors. He defended 
his revised rendering, in Resp. ad collat. iuv. 
geront., LB IX, 981 F-982 C. 


17 ac xai ("et^ 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


17 tanquam sint ws dvta (“tanquam ea quae 
sunt" Vg.). Erasmus is more accurate here: see 
Annot. The same change was made by Valla 
Annot. and Lefèvre. 


18 praeter map’ (“contra” Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,26, and Annot. The version of Manetti made 
the same change. 

18 sub spe èt EATrIB1 (“in spem” Vg;; “in spe" 
1516). In Annot., Erasmus implies that some 
Greek mss. have just éAtri8i, omitting én’, 
though the preposition was contained in all his 
mss. at Basle. He substitutes sub spe for in spe 
at Rom. 5,2; 8,20 (both in 1519); 1 Cor. 9,10, 
but has zz spe at Act. 2,26; Tit. 1,2. Manetti and 
Lefévre Comm. both had in spe here, as in 
Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 


18 se fore patrem els TÒ yevéoðai aÙtTòv Tratépa 
(“vt fieret pater” Vg.). Erasmus’ questionable 
alteration of the sense, taking the Greek phrase 


20 ob incredulitatem B-E: incredulitate A | 


tribuens B-E: dans A | 


as expressing the content of Abraham's faith, 
seems to have been influenced by Theophylact 
(cod. 2105°™™: Errío-reucev OT yevricerai Ta- 
rip). Cf. Annot., and Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 
LB IX, 982 C-D. The words eis Tó, with the 
infinitive, usually express a purpose. For the 
use of fore, see on Act. 14,9. 


18 iuxta xat& (“secundum” Vg). See on 
Act. 13,23. 

18 id quod tó (“quod” Vg.). The addition of 
id prevents ambiguity. See Annot. This change 
was anticipated by Manetti. 


18 dictum est cipnuévov (“dictum est ei” late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss.). The added pronoun of the 
late Vulgate lacks Greek ms. support. See Annot. 
Erasmus’ rendering agrees with the earlier Vul- 
gate, Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. In the two mss. 
of Manetti’s translation, e was deleted through 
a later correction. 


18 tuum cov (“tuum sicut stellae coeli et arena 
maris" [ate Vg. with some Vg. mss.). The late 
Vulgate corresponds with the addition of os 
ai dotépes ToU oópávou Kal TÒ Ó&ppov TÄS 
@aAdoons in codd. F G and a few later mss. 
See Annot. The passage is listed in the 1527 
edition of the Quae Sint Addita. Lefèvre made 
the same correction as Erasmus. Manetti had 
an even longer version, replacing arena with 
sicut arena que est in litore (cf. Gn. 22,17). 
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19 Ac xal (“Et” Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


19 infirmatus &o8evijcas ("est infirmatus in” 
Vg. 1527) The late Vulgate preposition, in, 
corresponds with the addition of év in codd. 
D* FG. In 1516 Annot., citing this passage in 
his comments on vs. 20, Erasmus also adds év 
here, though it is omitted in his note on vs. 19 
and is absent from all his Basle mss. Some late 
Vulgate copies also have infirmatus est in, as 
followed by Lefévre. 


19 baud où (“nec” late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). 
For Erasmus’ use of baud, see on Act. 24,18. The 
earlier Vulgate omits ec, reflecting a Greek text 
omitting oU, as in codd. N A B C and a few 
later Greek mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 
D F G and most other mss. 


19 suum ipsius corpus TÒ &av'roU cdo (“corpus 
suum" Vg.). Erasmus attributes additional em- 
phasis to the Greek pronoun here: see Annot. 


19 iam 1j51) (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by codd. B F G and a few later 
mss. Both Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
correction as Erasmus. 


19 quum centum fere natus esset annos EKATOVTA- 
&rns Trou Umépxev ("cum iam fere centum 
esset annorum" late Vg.). Erasmus uses a more 
idiomatic expression. The late Vulgate addition 
of iam, at this point, lacks Greek ms. support. 
Manetti contented himself with omitting Zr, 
while Lefévre had vbi centum esset annorum. 


19 nec xai ("et" Vg.). This change follows from 
the earlier negative, baud considerauit. Manetti 
made the same change. 


20 verum ad promissionem els Bt Thv ErrocyyeMav 
(“in repromissione etiam" Vg.). A similar sub- 
stitution of promissio occurs at Gal. 3,18; 4,23 
(1516 only); Hebr. 7,6; 9,15; 11,9, 13, 17, 33, 
39. The more emphatic form of the word, 
repromissio, was less common in classical usage, 
though Erasmus retains it at Act. 2,39; 13,32; 
26,6; Gal. 4,23 (1519); 1 Iob. 2,25. See Annot., 
and see also on Act. 1,4; Rom. 9,4; Gal. 3,14. 
In using verum and ad, Erasmus gives a more 
literal rendering. Manetti put Im promissione 
autem, and Lefèvre In promissione etiam. 

20 baesitabat Biexpi®n (“haesitauit” Vg.). This 
change may be compared with the replacement 
of dubitasti by dubitabas in 1516, and by Paesitabas 
in 1519, in rendering éSiotacas at Mt. 14,31. 
Although the Greek aorist is used in both 
places, any action of doubting or wavering 
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might naturally have been expected to continue 
for a period, and this is probably why Erasmus 
preferred the imperfect tense. At Mt. 28,17, 
however, he retained dubitauerunt for 5iotacav. 
C£. Annot. 


20 ob incredulitatem vi &mio Tío ("diffidentia" 
Vg; “incredulitate” 1516). The Vulgate use of 
diffidentia was ambiguous, as it could mean a 
lack of confidence rather than unbelief. Erasmus’ 
substitution of incredulitas is consistent with 
Vulgate usage at all other instances of &motia. 
For ob, see on Job. 10,33. 


20 robustus factus est vsbuvaqioo8m ("confortatus 
est” Vg). For Erasmus’ removal of the non- 
classical verb conforto, see on Act. 9,19. In 
Annot., he also suggests inualuit, which was the 
rendering of Lefévre. 


20 tribuens Sows ("dans" 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus 
is elsewhere content with do gloriam. At 1 Cor. 
12,24, by contrast, he changes tribuo to addo, 
in rendering Sous Tiur|v. He follows the Vulgate 
in using £ribuo for Bí6copt at Le. 6,30. 


21 certa persuasione concepta kai TAnpopopnbels 
("plenissime sciens" Vg; "certa persuasione 
accepta" 1516). The Vulgate use of scio is inap- 
propriate, as the Greek verb refers to belief 
rather than knowledge. This substitution may 
be compared with Erasmus' use of certa persuasio 
for TAnpogopia at Col. 2,2 (cf. also certitudo 
at 1 Thess. 1,5; Hebr. 6,11; 10,22), and certissima 
fides for TAnpogopéw at Lc. 1,1. See Annot. In 
leaving kaí untranslated, Erasmus follows the 
Vulgate, though there is little Greek ms. support 
for such an omission other than codd. F G. The 
rendering proposed by Manetti was et certificatus, 
a word which Erasmus somewhat diffidently 
mentions as an alternative rendering in Annot. 
The version of Lefévre had et plene certior factus. 


21 quod 611 (“quia” Vg.). See on Iob. 1,20. The 
same change was made by Manetti. 


21 is qui 6 ("quaecunque" Vg.). Possibly influ- 
enced by Ambrosiaster (whose text had gai, in 
the 1492 edition), Erasmus unjustifiably treats 
6 as a masculine nominative rather than a 
neuter accusative, in conflict with the interpre- 
tation offered in Annot. The version of Lefèvre 
had 4uod. 


21 promiserat tijyyeAta (“promisit deus" 
late Vg.). Erasmus' use of the pluperfect pro- 
duces a better sequence of tenses. The late 
Vulgate addition of deus is supported by only 
a few late mss. See Annot. 
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Buvarós gor: Kal troifjom. 781d 
Kai &Aoyíce9rn atta sis Sikcioovvny. 
Bou żypápn 8E Sr aùtòv póvov, 
öt &oyicón atta, ~*dAAd Kat 
ör hes, ol; pés — AoyiZeoOan, 
Tois motevovotv ETl Tov éyeipavta 
"Inootv Tov küpiov fuv èk vekpó, 
38> mapeðóðn Sid Ta TrapaTTOya- 
Ta fjuóv, Kal fjyyép8m Sic Trjv Ska- 
ouvnv finóv. 


Aikatdo0évTes otv èk triotecs, el- 

přvnv £yopev Trpósg Tov Bedv, Bii 
ToU Kupiou fjuóv ‘Inco XpioToU, 
267 of Kal Thy mpooaywyhv oxh- 
Kayev TH Tote elg THY xópiv TauTHy, 
iv fj Éorükauev Kol |  kavyops- 
Oa èm Amdt Tis BóEns ToU Oto. 


24 inoouv A B-E: moouv yxpiotov A* 
5,2 kauxwpeða 4-C E: kavyopeða D 


21 idem B-E: om. A 
5,2 sub B-E: in A 


21 idem potens Buvatds (“potens” 1516 = Vg.). 
The added pronoun, idem, reinforces Erasmus’ 
questionable substitution of is qui earlier in the 
sentence. See above. 


21 esset tori ("est" Vg.). Again Erasmus improves 
the sequence of tenses. 


21 praestare moroa ("facere" Vg). See on 
Iob. 7,19. 


22 Quapropter 516 ("Ideo" Vg). See on Act. 
10,29. 


22 etiam xai (“et” Vg.). For etiam, see on 
Tob. 6,36. Manetti put et ideo for ideo et. 


22 imputatum est EAoyloOn (reputatum est” 
Vg.). See on vs. 3. 


23 scriptum est autem ty páqn 5é (“est autem 
scriptum" Vg). Erasmus’ improvement of 
word-order had previously been introduced 
by Lefèvre. 


23 propter illum tantum BY odróv pdvov 
("tantum propter ipsum" Vg) The Vulgate 
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idem potens esset et praestare. ? Qua- 
propter etiam imputatum est illi ad 
iustitiam. ? Non scriptum est autem 
propter illum tantum, imputatum fu- 
isse illi, “sed etiam propter nos, qui- 
bus imputabitur, credentibus in eum 
qui excitauit Iesum dominum no- 
strum a mortuis, ?qui traditus fuit 
propter peccata nostra, et excitatus 
est propter iustificationem nostri. 


Iustificati igitur ex fide, pacem 

habemus erga deum, per do- 
minum nostrum lesum Christum: 
?per quem et contigit nobis, 
vt fide  perduceremur in gra- 
tiam | hanc in qua  stamus 
et gloriamur sub spe gloriae dei. 


word-order corresponds with uóvov Š&r aùTóv 
in codd. D F G. For Erasmus' removal of ipse, 
see on Rom. 1,20. Manetti had propter eum 
solum, while Ambrosiaster (1492) and Lefévre 
had propter ipsum solum. 

23 imputatum fuisse 6i ENoyyic8n ("quia reputa- 
tum est" Vg.). For Erasmus' use of the accusative 
and infinitive construction, see on Job. 1,34, 
and for imputo, see on vs. 3, and Annot. The 
rendering of Manetti had quod for quia. 

23 illi aùt& ("illi ad iusticiam" late Vg.). The 
late Vulgate addition corresponds with the ad- 
dition of eig SikaicoUvny in cod. D and a 
few later mss., including 2105, 2816*'?*, despite 
Erasmus’ statement in Annot. that "the Greeks" 
do not have these words. The versions of Ma- 
netti and Lefèvre omitted ad iusticiam, and 
Manetti further substituted ei for ili. 

24 etiam xai ("et" Vg.). See on Ioh. 6,36. The 
sequence sed et is quite often retained by Eras- 
mus at other passages. Manetti anticipated 
this change. 
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EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS 4,21-5,2 
24 imputabitur u£XXa XoyiLeo8cn (“reputabitur” 
Vg). See on vs. 3. In Annot., Erasmus criticises 
a suggestion of Lefévre Comm., which offered 
the alternative rendering debet reputari. 


24 qui excitauit Tov Eysipavra ("qui suscitauit” 
Vg.). See on Act. 17,31. 


24 lesum 'Incoóv ("Iesum Christum" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate corresponds with the addi- 


tion of ypiotév in cod. 2815 and some other 
late mss. For this reason, the text of Erasmus’ 
1516 edition reads inootv ypiotév, later cor- 
rected in the 1516 errata. His comment in 
1516 Annot., that ypiotév is not added "apud 
graecos", was evidently written without con- 
sultation of cod. 2815. Manetti and Lefévre 
omitted Christum. 


25 traditus fuit vapsSó0n ("traditus est” Vg.). 
See on vs. 2 for Erasmus’ preference for fuit. 
25 peccata tà vrapamroyara. (“delicta” Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at Rom. 5,15; 
2 Cor. 5,19, and also in rendering &uáprnpua 
at Rom. 3,25 (see ad loc.). More often Erasmus 
retains delictum for rapár oua. His rendering 
here is the same as that of Ambrosiaster. 


25 excitatus est tyyépOr (resurrexit Vg.). Eras- 
mus more accurately conveys the passive sense 
of the Greek verb ("was raised"). A similar 
change occurs at Mt. 11,5. Cf. also excito for 
consurgo at Mt. 2,14, and for surgo at Mt. 8,26 
(1519); Rom. 6,4, 9. At Mc. 4,39 (1519), excito 
further replaces exurgo in rendering Sieyelpoo. 
On the same theme, resurgo is replaced by 
resuscito at Mt. 16,21; Mc. 12,26; 16,14 (1527), 
and by suscito at Rom. 8,34. These references are 
all in the context of resurrection from the dead. 
However, more often Erasmus follows the Vul- 
gate in putting surgo Or resurgo. 


25 iustificationem Bixaioovvny. Erasmus’ Greek 
text follows cod. 2815, supported by D= and 
a few later mss. The same reading was also in 
codd. 2105™8 and 2817*”4. In codd. 1, 2816™??, 
28179" and most other mss., it is Bikaícciv. 
In cod. 2105* the whole verse was omitted, but 
the missing words were restored in 2105"! by 
the hand of Philip Montanus in the mid- 
sixteenth century. Manetti probably also found 
SikoiocUvnv in his mss, as he changed the 
rendering to iustitiam. 


25 nostri jucov ( nostram" Vg.). Cf. admonitio- 
nem mostri for correptionem nostram at 1 Cor. 
10,11. Erasmus wishes to avoid the ambiguity 
of the Vulgate rendering by making plain that 
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the pronoun has an objective rather than a 
possessive sense. 


5,1 igitur ov ("ergo" late Vg.). See on Job. 6,62. 
This change produced agreement with the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 


1 habemus youev ("habeamus" Vg.). The Vulgate 
corresponds with a Greek variant, Éycopev, in 
codd. N * A B* C D and more than 250 later 


mss, with cod. 2817 among them. Erasmus 
follows cod. 2815, together with 1, 2105, 2816s»? 
and about 330 other mss., including % © Be" 
F G 02204 (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 1, pp. 330-2). See Annot., and Resp. ad collat. 
iuv. geront., LB IX, 982 E-983 C, where Erasmus 
suggests that the use of the indicative is better 
suited to the context. The same change was 
made by Lefèvre. 


1 erga rpós (“ad” Vg.). See on Act. 3,25. 


2 et contigit nobis, vt fide perduceremur xod ilv 
Tpocaywyty toxhkapev ti TríoTer (“habe- 
mus accessum per fidem" late Vg). By this 
“periphrasis” (carefully distinguished from mere 
“paraphrase” in Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB 
IX, 983 C-D), Erasmus aimed to give an accurate 
rendering of the Greek aorist, and to convey 
more fully the meaning of tTpocaywyt. In 
Annot., he translates more concisely by aditum 
habuimus. In rendering Exopev Thy mpocaryco- 
yt at Eph. 2,18; 3,12, he accordingly replaces 
babemus accessum by babemus aditum. Erasmus 
felt that mpocay«y?, implied that someone 
is led or introduced (ie. through Christ, by 
faith) into the presence of God. See Annot. on 
Epb. 2,18. The late Vulgate omission of et lacks 
Greek ms. support. Manetti had accessum habui- 
mus (or babemus, in Urb. Lat. 6) ad fidem. 


2 banc taxuTny (“istam” Vg.). See on Act. 7,4. 
2 sub tw’ ("in" 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 4,18. 


2 gloriae Ti\s 56Ens (" filiorum" Annot., lemma; 
"gloriae filiorum" Vg. 1527 = Vg. mss.). The 
Vulgate use of filiorum is unsupported by Greek 
mss. In Annot., and also in the Quae Sint Addita 
of 1519-27, Erasmus cited the Vulgate as omit- 
ting gloriae, though it was printed in his 1527 
Vulgate column as well as in the Froben Vulgates 
of 1491 and 1514. Cf. also Resp. ad collat. iuv. 
geront., LB IX, 983 D. The Vulgate column of 
Lefévre had gloriae filiorum, but in Comm. he 
omitted gloriae from his Vulgate citation: possib- 
ly this was the source of Erasmus’ information. 
The renderings of Manetti and Lefévre both 
had just gloriae (spelled glorie in Manetti). 
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300 póvov é, &AA&à Kai kauycypusBa 
tv roig GAiwveoiv, sidótes Sti Á GAiwis 
Utropoviy karepyáteron, 41) 56 Ümo- 
pov Soxipry, f) 88 Soki Amida. 
54 8& Amis où KaTmoyuve, Sti Å 
&yé&mrn ToU bot Exxéyuta èv Toís 
xap8íous adv, Sid tvevpatos éyiou 
ToU S00évtos fiuiv. 

CEt yap Xpiorós, Óóvrov fiuóv 
&cOEvÀv Kata Kaipov, UTtp ódcepów 
àméðave. 7pdris yap mèp Bwaiou 
Tis é&rro8aveiron. Üümép yàp ToU é&ya- 
000 Téya tis koi Toà á&ro8aveiv. 
*ouvioTrnoi 58 Thy éavroU ayarnv 
eis Tuas ó Beds, Sti Err KpapTwAdy 
óvTov wav, Xpiotds wirép Adv 
é&mé8ave.  %TroAA@ otv pov Bi 
KarwÂévTes viv v TH aipatı avToU, 


7 amo8averroa A-C: atrobaveirte D E 
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3Nec id solum, verum etiam gloria- 
mur super afflictionibus, scientes quod 
afflictio patientiam pariat,  *patien- 
tia vero probationem, probatio autem 
spem. “Porro spes non pudefacit, 
quod dilectio dei effusa sit in cordi- 
bus nostris, per spiritum sanctum qui 
datus est nobis. 

‘Christus enim, quum adhuc esse- 
mus infirmi, iuxta temporis rationem, 
pro impiis mortuus est. 7 Nam vix pro 
iusto quisquam morietur. Siquidem 
pro bono forsitan aliquis etiam mori 
sustinet. *Commendat autem suam 
charitatem erga nos deus, quod quum 
adhuc essemus peccatores, Christus 
pro nobis mortuus fuit. "Multo igitur 
magis iustificati nunc sanguine eius, 


3 super B-E: in.A | 5 Porro spes B-E: Spes autem A | 9 sanguine B-E: in sanguine 4 


3 Nec id solum où uóvov 8€ ("Non solum 
autem” Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus complains 
that the over-literal translation offered by the 
Vulgate was in unacceptable Latin style, and 
he therefore substitutes a pronoun for autem. 
See also Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 
983 D-E. His choice of wording may have been 
influenced by Valla Annot., where neque id solum 
was recommended for vs. 11. However, at that 
verse, Erasmus prefers mom solum autem hoc. 
Lefévre Comm. proposed Nom id solum autem 
here, and non solum id autem in vs. 11. 


3 verum etiam &XXà xoá (“sed etiam" late Vg.). 
See on Joh. 15,24. Lefévre (both columns) had 
sed et, as in the earlier Vulgate and Ambrosiaster. 


3 super tv ("in" 1516 = Vg.). C£. on Act. 3,10. 
More often Erasmus retains in after glorior. 


Other instances of glorior super can be seen at 
2 Cor. 10,15 (1519); 12,5, 9 (1519). 


3 afflictionibus .. afflictio vais OAipeow ... f) 
8AÍyis ("tribulationibus ... tribulatio" Vg.). See 
on Joh. 16,21. 


3 pariat xatepydteta (“operatur” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,27 (perpetrantes). 


4 vero... autem 5E ... 56 (“autem ... vero” Vg.). 
This transposition of word-order makes little 
difference to the sense. Manetti made the same 
change. 


5 Porro spes Ñ 5è Exrris ("Spes autem" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Job. 8,16. Manetti had Spes vero. 

5 pudefacit kaTooyuver "confundit" Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at Rom. 9,33; 10,11; 
1 Cor. 1,27; 11,22; 2 Cor. 7,14; 1 Petr. 2,6; 3,16. 
As pointed out in Annot., confundo does not 


necessarily imply "shame". See also Resp. ad 
collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 983 E-984 C. 


5 quod Tı ( quia" Vg.). Erasmus often removes 
quia, replacing it with quod, eo quod, quoniam, 
and xam. In this instance, the use of quod 
with the subjunctive could suggest the unex- 
pected interpretation "ashamed that ...”. In the 
Pauline Epistles, Erasmus uses guia at just four 
passages, each time in a causal sense. Cf. also 
on Job. 1,20. 


5 dilectio 4j &yérmn ( charitas" Vg). See on 
Tob. 13,35. 

5 effusa sit Ekk£yuvcn. (“diffusa est” Vg.). See 
on Act, 1,18, and Annot. 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS 53-9 


6 Christus enim, quum adbuc essemus infirmi "Er 
yàp Xpiotés, Óvrow uv àoðevæv ("Vt 
quid enim Christus cum adhuc infirmi essemus” 
Vg.). The Vulgate may reflect a Greek text sub- 
stituting els Tí for £r and adding ërı after 
&cOevóv, as in codd. D" F G. In cod. B, it 
is ei ye ... &cOevóov čti, omitting yap. The 
repetitious wording of codd. N A C D*, which 
have Éri in both places, seems unlikely to be 


genuine. The text of Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, accompanied by 1, 2816"? and 
most other late mss. (cod. 2105* began with 
"Om). See Annot. Both Manetti and Lefèvre 
moved adbuc to the beginning of the sentence, 
having Adhuc enim Christus cum infirmi essemus. 
Valla Annot. proposed starting the sentence 
with Nam etiam Christus oy Christus enim etiam. 


6 quum ... essemus infirmi Gvoov fjucov &oðevæv 
"cum ... infirmi essemus" Vg.). Erasmus follows 
the Greek word-order more literally. 


6 iuxta temporis rationem xarà kaipóv (“secun- 
dum tempus" Vg.). This use of ratio may be 
compared with Erasmus' substitution of pro 
temporis ratione for propter tempus in rendering 
Sià Tov xpóvov at Hebr. 5,12, and praeter 
aetatis rationem for praeter tempus aetatis in ren- 
dering mapà Kaipov fjukíag at Hebr. 11,11. 
For iuxta, see further on Act. 13,23. See also 
Annot., and Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 
984 C-D. The punctuation of Erasmus' Greek 
text connects this phrase with &c6evóv rather 
than &rré&ave. 


7 Nam vix ponis yap ("Vix enim” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 3,34. 


7 quisquam Tis ("quis" Vg.). See on Joh. 2,25. 


7 morietur &rroOoveirot (“moritur” Vg.). The 
Vulgate use of the present tense is unsuppor- 
ted by Greek mss. See Annot. The spelling 
é&ro8aveire in 1527-35 is no more than a 
misprint. 


7 Siquidem yap ("nam" Vg.). See on Iob. 4,47. 
The word is omitted in cod. 2815, with little 
other ms. support. 


7 aliquis etiam is Kai ("quis" late Vg. and some 
Vg. mss., with Vg"; "quis et” some Vg. mss., 
with Vg"). Cf. on Job. 2,25. Erasmus tends to 
avoid the use of quis as an indefinite pro- 
noun, except in questions and in phrases such 
as si quis. There is little Greek support for the 
omission of kaí, which was left untranslated 
by those Vulgate copies which have just quis. 
Manetti put quis et. 


69 


7 mori sustinet TOARE érmo&avelv (audeat mori" 
Vg.). A similar substitution of sustineo occurs 
at 1 Cor. 6,1; 2 Cor. 10,12 (1519). In Annot., 
Erasmus cites Suetonius (cf. Julius Caesar 74, 1; 
Augustus Caesar 31, 1; 66, 4) for this idiom. He 
further expanded this theme in later editions 
of Annot. at 1 Cor. 6,1, citing Seneca, Quintilian 
and Lucan. Cf. also Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 
LB IX, 984 D-E. Usually Erasmus retains audeo 


for ToÀuco. 


8 suam charitatem vi &xuToU &y&rmy (“chari- 
tatem suam" late Vg.). Erasmus’ word-order is 
more literal, agreeing with the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 


8 erga nos deus cis Huds ô Beóş (deus in nobis" 
late Vg. and some Vg. mss.; "deus in nos" other 
Vg. mss.). For erga, see on Act. 3,25. The late 
Vulgate use of the ablative is not supported by 
Greek mss. However, the Vulgate word-order 
corresponds with ó Oeds elc tds, as in codd. 
D F G and about fifty other mss. (see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 1, pp. 335-7). Manetti 
put in nobis deus. 


8 quod v1 ("quoniam si" late Vg). See on 
Iob. 1,20, and Annot. The late Vulgate, under 
the influence of the Old Latin, corresponds 
with 671 el, as found in codd. D^" F G. The 
word si is absent here from Lefévre’s rendering 
and also from his accompanying Vulgate text. 


8 quum ... essemus peccatores &paoprooAóv óvroov 
fiucov. ("cum ... peccatores essemus secundum 
tempus" late Vg.). For Erasmus’ preference for 
an earlier position for essemus, see on Rom. 
2,27. The late Vulgate addition of secundum 
tempus lacks Greek ms. support, and seems to 
have been taken from vs. 6. In removing these 
two words, Erasmus’ rendering agreed with 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


8 mortuus fuit &rréBave (“mortuus est" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 4,2. 


9 iustificati nunc Sikarwbévtes viv (“nunc iu- 
stificati” late Vg.). Erasmus restores the more 
literal word-order of the earlier Vulgate, again 
accompanied by Ambrosiaster and Manetti 
(though the first hand of Pal. Lat. 45 altogether 
omitted zune). 

9 sanguine tv TG añuamı (“in sanguine" 1516 
= Vg). Erasmus takes év in an instrumental 
sense. See on lob. 1,26. 


9 eius atrtot (“ipsius” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,20. 
Manetti put sxo. 
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concóus0a 81 abToU dd Tijg òp- 
yijs. Vei yàp éxOpoi Svtes KatTNAAd- 
ynutv ta Ged Sik tol Oavérou ToU 
vuioU avToU, TTOAA® WaAAOV karaAAa- 
yévtes co0noóus8a év Tij Cw aUo. 
Not póvov Bé, &AA& Kal kauyopevor 
év TH Bed Bix ToU Kupiou fuv 'InooU 
Xpic ToU, 8i of vOv thy karoM ay 
EAóousv. 

2Ai& ToUTo, óoTep bi évds áv- 
0posrrou fj &papría eis TOV kóopov eio- 
TAGE, Kat Sic THs Guaptias ó 6ávarros, 
Kai oUTos eis TávTag d&vOpc|trous ó 


LA 


Bdvatos SifjAOev, ep” & Trávres uap- 
Tov. | B&ypi yàp vóuou épapría fiv 
èv kócuox dpaptian 88 otk EAAoysirot, 
ut) óvros vópov. 

MAAN’ ipacíAsucev ó Odvatos ard 


Addu péxyp! Mocéos, Kai &ri tots 
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seruabimur per eum ab ira. "Nam 
si quum inimici essemus, reconcili- 
ati fuimus deo per mortem filii eius, 
multo magis reconciliati seruabimur 
per vitam ipsius. ! Non solum autem 
hoc, verum etiam gloriantes in deo 
per dominum nostrum lesum Chris- 
tum, per quem nunc reconciliationem 
assequuti sumus. 

£2 Propterea, quemadmodum per 
vnum hominem peccatum in mun- 
dum introiit, ac per peccatum mors, 
et sic in omnes ho|mines mors per- 
uasit, quatenus omnes peccauimus. | 
8 Vsque ad legem enim peccatum erat 
in mundo: porro peccatum non im- 
putatur, quum non est lex. 

“Imo regnauit mors ab Adam 
vsque ad Mosen, in eos quoque qui 


10 Gon A C-E: Gon B | 11 nuov D E: upwv A-C | 12 ths apaptias B-E: rnv apaptiav A 


10 per vitam B-E: in vita A | 11 autem A B-E: aut A* | 12 prius per E: propter A-D | 
ac B-E: et A | alt. per C-E: propter 4 B | quatenus B-E: in eo quod A | 14 Mosen B-E: 


Moysen 4 


9 seruabimur oco&rjaóyue0a (“salui erimus" Vg.). 
See on Joh. 3,17. Manetti had saluabimur, posi- 
tioned at the end of the sentence. 

9 per eum ab ira BV avtod &ró Tis ópyfis 
("ab ira per ipsum" Vg.). The Vulgate word- 
order is unsupported by Greek mss. As earlier 
in the verse, Erasmus removes the unnecessary 
reflexive pronoun. See on Rom. 1,20. 

10 Nam si ei yap (“Si enim" Vg.). See on 
lob. 3,34. 

10 reconciliati fuimus xocrnXNeynpev. ("recon- 
ciliati sumus" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 

10 seruabimur cwOnodueba ("salui erimus" Vg.). 
See on Joh. 3,17. As in the previous verse, 
Manetti substituted sa/uabimur. 

10 per vitam £v Tfj Goi) ("in vita” 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,17. 

11 Non solum autem hoc où uóvov Bé ("Non 
solum autem" Vg.) This addition of hoc re- 
produced the wording of Ambrosiaster, who 
in turn was influenced by the Old Latin, cor- 
responding with the addition of totTo in 


codd. D* F G. See also vs. 3, above. The sub- 
stitution of aut for autem in the 1516 rendering 
seems to have been caused by a mistake of the 
typesetter: this error was corrected in the 1516 
errata, 


11 verum etiam &XNà Kai (“sed et" Vg.). See on 
lob. 15,24. 


11 gloriantes kauxcouevoi (“gloriamur” Vg.). 
The Vulgate rendering reflects a Greek text 
having kavyopeba, as in codd. 2105, 2816%PP 
and many other late mss.: see Annot. Cf. also 
kay ópev in codd. F G. 


11 fuv. The reading ópóv in 1516-22 lacks 
ms, support, and was probably a printer's 
error. 


11 assequuti sumus EA pousv (“accepimus” Vg.). 
Erasmus elsewhere uses assequor in rendering 
Erruyyévo, KaToAapBdveo, and kArpovouéco. 
At the present passage, it conveys more vigo- 
rously the sense of attaining something which 
was earnestly desired, i.e. reconciliation with 
God, through the work of Christ. 


LB 586 
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EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS 5,9-14 
12 quemadmodum comep (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. 


12 per (1st) 81 (“propter” 1516-27). In the 
1529 Resp. ad collat iwv. geront, LB IX, 
985 E-986 A, Erasmus alleges that propter was 
the responsibility of his proof-readers, said to 
be following a manuscript having &r iva 
&vOpwtrov in place of Sr évds &vOpcorrov. 
However, this claim by Erasmus was merely 
a guess, having no factual foundation: codd. 
1, 2105, 2815, 2816, 2817 unite in reading 
Sr évds &vOpoorrou, as printed in the Greek 
column of all five folio editions. More credible 
was Erasmus' statement that he had written 
the correction per in his marked-up copy of 
the second edition, but that this had been 
overlooked by his assistants (ie. during the 
preparation of the 1522 edition). 


12 mundum tov kócyov (“hunc mundum" 
Vg.). The Vulgate use of hunc is not explicitly 
supported by Greek mss. See on Rom. 3,6 for 
other such changes involving mundus. Erasmus 
retains the Vulgate word-order, which corres- 
ponds more closely with eig tov kócpov ý 
épapría in codd. D F G. Both Manetti and 
Lefévre made the same correction as Erasmus. 


12 introiit eiof\AOe (“intrauit” Vg.). Erasmus 
completely removes the verb intro from the 
Epistles. At many other passages he prefers 
ingredior. see on loh. 13,27. 

12 ac kaí ("et" 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 
12 per peccatum Oi Tis &poprías ("propter 
peccatum" 1516-19) The use of propter in 
1516-19 corresponded with the adoption of &i& 
thy épapríav in the 1516 Greek text, derived 
from cod. 2815. The reading 1& Tfjs Guaptias 
is attested by codd. 1, 3, 2105, 2816", 2817 
and most other mss. 


12 sic oUrcos (“ita” Vg.). Elsewhere Erasmus is 
content to use ita after quemadmodum, e.g. at 
Iob. 13,15. However, at the present passage, the 
link between ottoss and the earlier &orep is 
weakened by a separate intervening clause, 
which has affected Erasmus' rendering. Cf. 
Annot. This change agreed with the wording of 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 

12 peruasit 8v Aev (“pertransiit” Vg.). Erasmus 
selects a verb more suited to the context, in the 
sense of "spread throughout" rather than "pass 
through". He justified this change in his Resp. 
ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, p. 224, Il. 597- 
606. Manetti put pertransiuit. 
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12 quatenus tp’ & (“in quo" Vg; “in eo 
quod" 1516). A similar substitution occurs at 
Phil. 3,12 (1519). In Annot., Erasmus argues at 
length against the interpretation that @ refers 
to Adam. See also Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 
LB IX, 984 E-993 B. 


12 peccauimus fjuaprov (“peccauerunt” Vg.). 
Erasmus' use of the first person plural for his 
Latin rendering remained in conflict with his 
Greek text through all five folio editions. In 
Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB YX, 986 F-987 A, 
he alleged that his translation was here based 
on a Greek variant which he found in a ms. 
in England, having fjn&prouev: if such a reading 
existed, it was not derived from cod. 69, as the 
latter agreed with Erasmus' Basle mss. in reading 
fiuaprov. 


13 porro peccatum &papríao Sé ("peccatum au- 
tem" Vg.). See on Job. 8,16. 


13 imputatur EXNoyeiven. (“imputabatur” late 
Vg. = Annot., lemma; “imputabitur” Vg. 1527). 
The future tense, imputabitur, was also adopted 
by the Froben Vulgate of 1514. Erasmus here 
restores the earlier Vulgate rendering. In Annot., 
he further cites the rendering reputatur, resem- 
bling Lefévre's choice of reputabatur. In Apolog. 
resp. lac. Lop. Stun, ASD IX, 2, pp. 166-8, 
Il. 44-75, and in 1522 Annot., he criticises the 
suggestion of Stunica that imputabatur could 
have been based on a Greek text having EAXo- 
ysito, and objects that a more correct form of 
the imperfect tense would have been éveAoyeito. 
The latter variant exists in cod. N*, though 
most other mss. have éAAoyeitat. If Eras- 
mus had troubled to consult his cod. 2105 
at this point, he would have found that it 
contained &AAoyeiro, the reading favoured by 
Stunica. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus twice cites 
the text as e)Aoyeirar cf. evAAoyeitar in 
cod. 2815°", 


13 quum non est lex wt óvros vópou (“cum lex 
non esset" late Vg.). Erasmus' rendering is more 
literal in its word-order and also in the tense 
of the verb. The late Vulgate use of the imperfect 
tense followed from its adoption of imputabatur 
earlier in the sentence. 


14 Imo Add’ ("Sed" Vg.). See on Act. 19,2. 
14 Moocécos. The spelling in cod. 2817 is wü- 


otws, also supported by codd. 1, 2816*'. In 
cod. 2815, it is uaooéos, and in 2105, pcotoéos. 


14 in eos quoque xoi Eri tous (“etiam in eos" 
Vg.). See on Job. 5,27. 
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Mi épaprücavrag Emi TH Spormpati 
THs | mapapéácsos Addy, ds ci TUTrOS 
TOU u£AAovTOs. 

BAAN’ oò% OS TO TrapdTTTWRA, o0- 
Twos Kai TO ydpiopa. ei yàp TH Tov 
évos Trapogrrogari of ToAAol å&méða- 
vov, TTOAA® pov f| xé&pis TOU ðeoŭ, 
Kai fj Swpeà èv x&prri Tfj TOU Evos åv- 
Opartrou 'IncoU XpicToO, eis Tous TroA- 
Aous Errepícosuos. | Kal ovy cos 1’ évds 
&aptioavtos, TÒ Scpnpa. TO uiv yep 
Kpipa &£ vòs eis kacrákpipa, TO SE xá- 
pioua èk mov TrapaTrrwpdtov eis 
Sikaiwpa. Yel yap TÕ ToU vòs Tapa- 
TTOPATI Ó 6&varros £BacíAeucs Sik ToU 
évós, TrOAAG u&AAov ol Thy mepiooslav 
Tfj xéprros Kai Tfjg Sapecs Tfjg 8i- 
Kaloouvns Aappávovres, iv wñ Bao- 
Acúoouor Sik ToU évds Inco’ XpicToU. 
18 oa oUv as 5r Evds rraporrroorros 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


non peccauerant ad similitudinem | 
transgressionis Adam, qui typum gerit 
illius futuri. 

At non vt peccatum, ita et do- 
num. Nam si vnius delicto multi 
mortui sunt, multo magis gratia 
dei, et donum per gratiam, quae 
fuit vnius hominis Iesu Christi, 
in multos exuberauit “Et non 
sicut per vnum qui peccauerat, ve- 
nerat mors, ità donum. Nam con- 
demnatio quidem ex vno delicto ad 
condemnationem, donum autem ex 


multis delictis ad iustificationem. 
U Etenim si per vnius delictum 
mors regnauit per vnum, multo 


magis ii qui exuberantiam gratiae et 
doni iustitiae accipiunt, per vitam 
regnabunt autore vno lesu Christo. 
"Itaque sicut per vnius delictum 


15 cn B-E: om. A | 17 BaciAeucouci B-E: BacoiAevouci A 


14 ad similitudinem B-E: in similitudine 4 


| typum gerit illius B-E: est forma A | 


15 per gratiam B-E: in gratia A | 16 condemnatio B-E: iudicium A | delicto B-E: om. A | 


prius ad B-E: in A | alt ad B-E: in A | 


17 exuberantiam B-E: exuperantiam A | per ... 


Christo B-E: in vita regnant per vnum Iesum Christum 4 


14 peccauerant &yopríjcavras (“peccauerunt” 
Vg.). For Erasmus' preference for the pluperfect, 
see on Job. 1,19. 


14 ad similitudinem &vl 16 Spoimpot (“in 
similitudinem" Vg.; "in similitudine" 1516). 
In Annot., Erasmus cites the Greek text as èv 
Suolmpati, contrary to his Basle mss. The 
reading ¿v 1H dpoimpati is exhibited by 
cod. B and a few later mss. Erasmus substitutes 
in similitudine for in similitudinem in rendering 
év Ouoimpati at Phil. 2,7. 


14 transgressionis Tis TapaPdoews (praeuari- 
cationis" Vg.). See on Rom. 2,23. 

14 typum gerit illius futuri &a vi Türos ToU p£A- 
Aovtos (“est forma futuri" 1516 = Vg.). Else- 
where, in rendering tUTros, Erasmus sometimes 
substitutes exemplar: at Phil. 3,17 (1519); 1 Petr. 
5,3. At 1 Thess. 1,7, he replaces forma with 
exemplum, but makes an opposite change at 


1 Tim. 4,12; Tit. 2,7, where he changes exemplum 
to forma. In Annot., he also suggests figura, 
which had been adopted by Manetti. The addi- 
tion of ¿ilius supplied the need for a pronoun, 
implicit in the Greek expression, and referred 
more clearly to Christ. 


15 At AAA’ ("Sed" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 

15 vt cs (“sicut” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,21. 

15 peccatum tò TapéTrTwpa (“delictum” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 4,25. 

15 Nam si & yap (“Si enim" Vg). See on 
Iob. 3,34. 

15 per gratiam tv xyópvri (“in gratia” 1516 
= late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). See on Rom. 1,17. 
Some mss. of the earlier Vulgate have i» gratiam. 
15 quae fuit rij (Vg. omits). The word ti was 
omitted in 1516, following cod. 2815 and also 
2105, in conformity with the Vulgate. Lefèvre 
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Comm. omitted ti ToU. Erasmus’ Latin trans- 
lation follows cod. 2817, which contains Ti, 
supported by codd. 1, 3, 2816 and most other 
mss. 


15 multos tous troAAous (“plures” Vg). The 
Vulgate incorrectly renders troAAows as if it 
were a comparative adjective. Erasmus makes 
a similar correction at Mc. 12,5. At Act. 15,35 


(1519), he substitutes complures. For a defence 
of his alteration of the present passage, see 
his Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, p. 224, 
Il. 608-614. 


15 exuberauit trepiocevoe (“abundauit” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 3,7. 


16 qui peccauerat, venerat mors &paprtioavros 
(“peccatum” late Vg.). The late Vulgate reading 
corresponds with &yaptiporos, as in codd. 
D F G. In Erasmus’ version, venerat mors is 
added to complete the sense: see Annot. The 
earlier Vulgate and Ambrosiaster had peccantem, 
as adopted by Lefévre for his rendering. Manetti 
put qui peccauit. 

16 ita donum tò BHpnuc (“ita et donum" Vg.). 
The Vulgate addition of et is not explicitly sup- 
ported by Greek mss., though it is a legitimate 
expansion. Manetti and Lefévre Comm., more 
literally, just put domum. 


16 Nam condemnatio quidem tò piv yàp «pipa 
(“Nam iudicium" Vg.; “Nam iudicium quidem" 
1516). In 1519, Erasmus' translation no longer 
distinguishes between xpíua and korókpipa 
in this verse. Two other such substitutions of 
condemnatio in rendering xpipa occur at 1 Cor. 
11,34; 1 Tim. 3,6 (both in 1519). C£. also on 
Iob. 3,19; Rom. 8,1. The earlier Vulgate (cf. on 
Act. 13,36) leaves pév untranslated. In adding 
quidem, Erasmus’ 1516 rendering agreed with 
Ambrosiaster and also some copies of the late 
Vulgate, such as the Froben edition of 1491. 
Manetti put Iudicium enim. 


16 vno delicto &vós (“vno” 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus 
supplies an additional word to make clear that 
the reference is to "sin" rather than "man" or 
Adam: see Annot. He listed the Vulgate rendering 
among the Loca Obscura. 

16 ad (twice) eis (“in” 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus 
sometimes prefers ad, where els expresses a 
result or consequence. A similar change of 
preposition occurs e.g. at Rom. 5,18, 21 (1519); 
1 Cor. 11,34; 2 Cor. 2,16 (1519). 


16 donum autem TÒ BE x&ápioya (“gratia au- 
tem" Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus objects to the 
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inconsistency of the Vulgate in translating 
xXépicpa by donum in vs. 15 but by gratia in 
vs. 16. See on Rom, 1,11. The same point was 
made in Lefévre Comm. The rendering of Eras- 
mus was identical with that of Ambrosiaster. 
17 Etenim si & yap (“Si enim" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 3,7. 

17 per vnius delictum 16) TOU &vós TapaTTTO- 
port (“in vnius delicto? Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17 
for per. The Vulgate corresponds with a Greek 
variant, év évds Traponrrogarri, which occurs 
in a few later mss. The preposition in was 
omitted by some copies of the late Vulgate, 
including the Froben 1491 edition, and was 
absent from the renderings offered by Ambro- 
siaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 

17 ii qui .. accipiunt oi AapuBávovres 
(“... accipientes" Vg.). The Vulgate rendering 
appears to reflect a text lacking oi, though such 
an omission is not supported by Greek mss. 
The version of Manetti was qui ... acceperunt. 


17 exuberantiam thy meprooeiav (“abundan- 
tiam" Vg.). Cf. on excelluit at Rom. 3,7. 

17 doni Tíjs Bwpeeds (“donationis” Vg.). A si- 
milar substitution occurs at Eph. 4,7 (1516-19 
only). Here in Rom. 5,15-17, Erasmus treats 
xápicua, Spec, and Bopnupa as being iden- 
tical in meaning. At 2 Cor. 9,15, he renders 
Swpeck by munus. See Annot. The rendering 
doni was also suggested by Lefèvre Comm. 

17 iustitiae tfj; Bkonocuvng (“et iustitiae" Vg.). 
The Vulgate reflects a Greek text inserting Kai 
before ‘rijs, as in a few later mss. See Annot. 
Both Manetti and Lefévre omitted ef. 

17 per vitam tv Coot} (“in vita” 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,17. The late Vulgate punctuates after 
in vita, instead of before, yielding a different 
sense. 


17 regnabunt BaciAeUcouci (“regnant” 1516). 
The 1516 edition has BaoAevouci, in the 
present tense, as found in cod. 2817, together 
with 1, 2105 and some other late mss. 


17 autore vno lesu Christo 81& ToU &vós 'Incoó 
XpicToU ("per vnum Iesum Christum" 1516 
= Vg.). Cf. Erasmus’ use of nobis autoribus for 
Sv ýuæv at 2 Thess. 2,2 (1535). Lefévre’s ren- 
dering incorrectly omitted vnum. 

18 Itaque &pa oóv (“Igitur” Vg). The same 
substitution occurs at Rom. 7,25; 9,16, in ac- 
cordance with Vulgate usage at Rom. 14,19; 
2 Thess. 2,15. In rendering ápa oŭv elsewhere, 
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el; Trávrag dvOpwtrous eis KaTd&KpI- 
pa, oUTcos Kal r évóg Bikodcoparros 
els Távras á&vOpovmous eis Sikaiwoiv 
Gofis. “adotep yàp ià Tis mapa- 
Kofjs ToU vòs dvOpmtrou, éuaproAol 
Ka@eoTdOnpev oi morol, oUTcs Kal 
Sik tis UtraKxofis ToU évds ikaro 
Katactabijcovta of mooi. * vduos 
St rapetcf|AOev, iva TrÀAeovácr Tò ma- 
patrrwpa. of 5È &rAcÓvactev fj &pap- 
tia, Ürteperreplootuoev  xdpis’ iva 
coTrp éBactAevcev fj épapría èv TH 
8avárco, oUrcs koi f| xépis PaciAeU- 
on Sià BSikatocUvns eis Got aicviov, 
Sià "Inoot Xpic ro. | 


Tí otv épotyev; &mipevoUpev TH 
éuaptia, iva f| xapis mTAcová- 


on; 7h yévorro. oftives ctreOcvopev 
Th cuaptia, was £r Croopev iv 
auth; 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


propagatum est malum in omnes 
homines ad condemnationem, ita et 
per vnius iustificationem propagatur 
bonum in omnes homines ad iustifica- 
tionem vitae.  Quemadmodum enim 
per inobedientiam vnius hominis, pec- 
catores constituti fuimus multi: ita per 
obedientiam vnius, iusti constituentur 
multi. ? Caeterum lex obiter subiit, vt 
abundaret delictum. Vbi vero exuber- 
auit peccatum, ibi magis exuberauit 
gratia: ? vt quemadmodum regnaue- 
rat peccatum in morte, sic et gratia 
regnaret per iustitiam ad vitam aeter- 
nam, per lesum Christum. | 


6 Quid igitur dicemus? Manebi- 
mus in peccato, vt gratia abun- 
det? Absit. Qui mortui sumus 
peccato, quomodo posthac viuemus 
in eodem? 


18 propagatum est malum B-E: om. A | propagatur bonum B-E: om. A | 21 ad B-E: in A 


6,2 eodem B-E: eo A 


Erasmus substitutes itaque for ergo at Rom. 
9,18; Gal. 6,10; Eph. 2,19 (1516 only), and also 
puts proinde instead of ergo at Rom. 8,12, and 
instead of igitur at Rom. 7,3; 1 Thess. 5,6. Incon- 
sistently he replaces itaque with igitur at Rom. 
14,12. 


18 propagatum est malum in omnes ... propagatur 
bonum in omnes sl; travtas ... els TrávTas 
(“in omnes .. in omnes" 1516 = Vg.). Eras- 
mus supplies what he considers to be the 
implied subject and verb of this elliptical Greek 
sentence. However, this introduces concepts 
which are mentioned nowhere else in this 
passage. Instead of malum and bonum, it would 
have been more relevant to put iudicium and 
donum, on analogy with vs. 16. In Annot., 
Erasmus proposes another interpretation, using 
peccatum and salus. He does not use propago 
elsewhere in the N.T. 


18 ad (twice) els ("in" Vg.). See on vs. 16. 


18 ita o9rcs (“sic” Vg.). This change produces 
conformity with the use of ita in vss. 15, 16 
and 19. 


18 iustificationem Bweicopoarros (“iustitiam” Vg.). 
This questionable change assumes an identity 
of meaning between Bikaícpa and dixateois, 
and creates an unwanted ambiguity as to whether 
the preceding vnius is a possessive genitive (the 
person who justifies, i.e. Christ), or an objective 
genitive (the person who is justified). 


19 Quemadmodum coop (“Sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. 


19 constituti fuimus kaðeotáðnpev (constituti 
sunt" Vg.). Erasmus seems to have taken this 
reading, slightly misspelled, from cod. 2817, 
which had kateotd&d@nuev, a variant which has 
little other support apart from cod. 69. His 
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cod. 2815 had the perfect tense, kaBeot1)Ka- 
pev. The reading of codd. 1, 2105, 2816 and 
most other mss. is KateoTa&@noav, support- 
ing the Vulgate at this point. In 1521, in his 
Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 168, 
1l. 77-83, Erasmus incorrectly implies that his 
printed text had xoreoTfü8nuev, which was 
yet another misspelling. He claims that he 
had followed what was in the Greek mss. 


(“in Graecis codicibus"), and further cites the 
1518 Aldine Bible in his support, not realising 
that it was largely derived from his own first 
edition of 1516. In 1522 Annot., he corrected 
the spelling to Kateot&6nuev, but now made 
the unjustifiable assertion that this was the 
reading of most Greek mss. (“in plerisque 
Graecis"), while acknowledging that some mss. 
have kareoTá8ncav. 


19 ita oUtcos kat (“ita et” Vg.). Erasmus is less 
precise here, leaving kai untranslated. 

19 obedientiam vnius Tijg makos ToU vós 
(“vnius obedientiam" Vg. 1527 and some Vg. 
mss.; ^vnius obeditionem" other Vg. mss.). The 
1527 Vulgate column followed the Froben 
1514 edition in reading obedientiam rather 
than obeditionem. Erasmus’ rendering is closer 
to the Greek word-order. The same change 
was made by Manetti (though the first hand 
of Urb. Lat 6 incorrectly had the spelling 
inobedientiam). 

20 Caeterum lex vóuos 56 ("Lex autem" Vg.). 
See on Act. 6,2. 


20 obiter subiit rrapeiofjAGev ("subintrauit" Vg.). 
In Annot., Erasmus also interprets as obiter 
subiit. The verb subintro does not occur in 
classical usage. 


20 vero é (“autem” Vg.). See on Iob. 1,26. 


20 exuberauit EmAeóvactv. (“abundauit” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 3,7. This change is solely for 
stylistic variety, to avoid repetition of abundo 
from the previous sentence, in rendering the 
same Greek verb. 

20 ibi magis exuberauit UmepeTtepiooevoev 
("superabundauit et" late Vg.). Neither ibi nor 
et is explicitly warranted by the Greek text. The 
verb superabundo does not exist in classical 
usage. See Annot. In rendering the same Greek 
verb at 2 Cor. 7,4, Erasmus replaces superabundo 
with exundo. See also on Rom. 3,7. 

21 quemadmodum coorep (“sicut” Vg.). See on 


Rom. 1,13. Erasmus’ rendering is the same as 
that of Ambrosiaster. Manetti put ceu. 
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21 regnauerat tQaoxciNeuoev ("regnauit" Vg.). See 
on Job. 1,19 for Erasmus’ use of the pluperfect. 
21 in morte tv TG 8avárco (“in mortem" late 
Vg.) Erasmus’ rendering is more accurate, in 
conformity with the earlier Vulgate. See Annot., 
where he also suggests per mortem, though in 
a separate note he contradicts this by stating 
that the apostle here used £v for els. Manetti 
put in morte. 


21 sic ottes (“ita” Vg.). This change produces 
an inconsistency with Erasmus’ use of ita in 
vss, 15, 16, 18, and 19. A similar substitution 
occurs e.g. at Rom. 6,19; 11,31; 1 Cor. 2,11. 

21 regnaret Pacidevon (“regnet” Vg.). Erasmus’ 
use of the imperfect subjunctive follows from 
his change from regnauit to regnauerat earlier in 
the sentence. Codd. 1 and 2817 have the future 
tense, BaoiAevoel. 

21 ad cis ("in" 1516 = Vg.). See on vs. 16. 


21 Christum Xpiotot ("Christum dominum 
nostrum" Vg.). Erasmus’ omission of ToU ku- 
píou fiudwv after Xpioto is based on cod. 
2817. In 1519 Annot., his statement that these 
words are not added "apud Graecos" appears 
to rest solely on the evidence of this ms. (as 
cod. 2105 makes a longer omission, of 5ià ... 
ńuč&v). Codd. 1, 3, 2815, 2816 and most other 
mss. contain the missing words. 

6,1 igitur oUv ("ergo" Vg.). See on Joh. 6,62. 

1 Manebimus éripevotpev. Erasmus’ Greek text 
follows cod. 2817, with support from many 
other late mss., and the Vulgate. His cod. 2815 
had étripévouev, also attested by 1, 2816 and 
many other mss., commencing with cod. N. 
Another large section of the ms. evidence 
favours émripévoopev, as in codd. ABC DFG 
(cf. cod. 2105, &mpsívcopev). The earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti had permanebimus. 

2 Qui oitives ("Qui enim” Vg). The Vulgate 
implies a Greek text having oftives yap, duly 
found in codd. F G but probably through 
retranslation from the Latin. Cf. Annot. Both 
Manetti and Lefèvre omitted enim. 

2 posthac &r1 (“adhuc” Vg.). See on Rom. 3,7. 
2 eodem ati (“illo” Vg. "eo" 1516). Here 
eodem refers back more clearly to peccato. Eras- 
mus wishes to prevent the Latin pronoun from 
being misinterpreted as meaning "in him", 
though in 1516 Arnot. the text was misleadingly 
cited as ota. All the Basle mss. had ati}. 
The version of Manetti had eo, as in Erasmus’ 
first edition. 
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3"H &yvoeite S11 Sco1 Barri- 
c8nuev eis Xpiotov 'InooUv, cis Tov 
Odvatov attot iBorrrio8nusv; *cuv- 
erápnuev ov auT@ Sic ToU Barri- 
cuatos eis Tov Advatov, iva ðc- 
mep TjyépOn Xpiotds k vexpdv, Sick 
tis 866ns ToU tratpds, otTws koi 
futi; èv KouvoTnT1 Coots mepimaTth- 
ccoytV. el yap oúupuToi yeyóvapev 
TG óÓpotoygeri TOU Oav&árou avo, 
GAAK Kai Tis avaotdoews oópeða 
Stotto yivwoKovtes, S11 Ó Tradaids 
fjudv avOpatros ouveotaupwbn, iva 
Katapynéf TO oópa Tis papri- 
as, ToU pnkéri Sovaeverv fas Ti 
éuapti¢. 76 yàp émo8avov, ös- 
Sikaiwta: &ró Tis auaptias. 
&trebcvouev ov Xpiotg@, mioTevopev 
dT. Kai outtoouey oUTÓ. ? eibó- 
tes OT1 Xpiotds éyepOels èk vekpõv, 
oükéri åmoðvýokei, O8davatos aUToU 
oükéri Kupievel. VS yàp é&rré&aye, TH 
épapría å&méðavev pána: ð 86 či, 


6,6 karapyn8n A C-E: karopynrn B 
3 Christum Iesum B-E: Christo lesu Æ | 
fuit peccato, A 


3 ignoratis &yvoeite ("ignoratis fratres" late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate reading corresponds with 
the addition of &&eAgoi in cod. 0221" and a 
few later Greek mss., possibly influenced by 
Rom. 7,1. See Annot. This passage accordingly 
appears in the Quae Sint Addita. The extra word 
was omitted by the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


3 quod öTı ("quia" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20. The 
same change was made by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


3 in Christum lesum, in mortem els Xpiotov 
"Incoüv, eis tov Bávarov ("in Christo Iesu, 
in morte" 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus gives a more 
literal rendering here: see Annot., and Resp. ad 
collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 993 B-C. This change 
is comparable with the substitution of in Mosen 
for in Mose at 1 Cor. 10,2. In 1516 Annot., tov 
was mistakenly inserted before Xpicróv. 


Sci Sè C 


mortem B-E: morte A | 
baptisma 4 | mortem B-E: morte A | 5 participes B-E; om. A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


*An ignoratis, quod quicunque 
baptizati sumus in Christum Iesum, 
in mortem eius baptizati sumus? 
*Sepulti igitur sumus vna cum illo 
per baptismum in mortem, vt quem- 
admodum excitatus est Christus ex 
mortuis, per gloriam patris, ita et nos 
in nouitate vitae ambulemus. *Nam 
si insititii facti sumus illi, per simi- 
litudinem mortis eius: nimirum et 
resurrectionis participes erimus: ‘illud 
scientes, quod vetus ille noster homo 
cum illo crucifixus est, vt aboleretur 
corpus peccati, vt posthac non seruia- 
mus peccato. "Etenim qui mortuus 
est, iustificatus est a peccato. *Quod 
si mortui sumus cum Christo, cre- 
dimus quod et viuemus cum illo. 
?Scientes quod Christus excitatus a 
mortuis, non amplius moritur: mors 
illi non amplius dominatur. Nam 
quod mortuus fuit, peccato mor- 
tuus fuit semel: quod autem viuit, 


4 baptismum B-E: 
10 fuit, peccato B-E: 


3 eius abot (“ipsius” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,20. 
Erasmus' rendering agrees with the wording of 
Ambrosiaster. 


4 Sepulti .. sumus vna auveráqnuev ("Consepul- 
ti ... sumus" Vg.). The verb consepelio does not 
occur in classical usage, though Erasmus retains 
it at Col. 2,12. For his use of wna, see on Act. 
1,22. Lefèvre similarly had sepulti ... sumus. 

4 igitur otv ("enim" Vg.). The Vulgate rendering 
has little support from Greek mss. The version 
of Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus, 
while Manetti had ergo. 

4 baptismum tot Batrticopatos (“baptisma” 
1516). See on Act. 1,22. 

4 in mortem cis tov Bavatov (“in morte” 
1516). The change in 1516 was designed to con- 
form with iz morte in vs. 3. In 1519, Erasmus 
changed to mortem in both places: see on vs. 3. 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS 63-10 


The rendering in morte was used here by both 
Manetti and Lefevre. 


4 quemadmodum camp (“quomodo” Vg.). This 
substitution also occurs at Gal. 4,29. See further 
on Rom. 1,13. Erasmus’ wording agrees with 
that of Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 


4 excitatus est Christus hytpðn Xpiotds ("Chris- 
tus surrexit” late Vg.). Erasmus’ word-order is 
more literal. For excito, see on Rom. 4,25. Ma- 
netti and Lefévre had surrexit Christus, as in the 
earlier Vulgate. 

4 ex mortuis tx vexpdv (“a mortuis" Vg.). See 
on Joh. 2,22. This change was arbitrary: at vs. 9, 
Erasmus changes ex mortuis to a mortuis. 

5 Nam si el yap (“Si enim” Vg). See on 
Tob. 3,34. 

5 insititii ouppuTor ("complantati" Vg.). Eras- 
mus, questionably, interprets the Greek word 
as meaning “grafted into”: see Annot., where 
he further suggests that the prefix ovu- may 
signify the union of Jews and Gentiles in 
Christ. In Resp. ad collat. iwv. geront., LB IX, 
993 C-D, he observes that the word complanto 
did not occur in classical usage. 

5 illi, per similitudinem TŒ dpoidperri (“simili- 
tudini” Vg). Erasmus somewhat changes the 
meaning, providing a new indirect object, in- 
stead of linking oWpyqutoi directly with 1 
Sporopart. 


5 nimirum &NN& (“simul” Vg.). For Erasmus’ 
use of nimirum, see on Iob. 13,23. In Annot., 
he speculates that the Greek text underlying 
the Vulgate was Gua, which is the reading of 
codd. F G. 


5 resurrectionis participes tis &vaco'Tácecos 
("resurrectionis" 1516 - Vg). Erasmus adds 
participes, avoiding the interpretation that the 
believer would share only in the "likeness" of 
the resurrection. In 1516 Annot., the article ts 
was incorrectly omitted. 


6 illad toto ("Hoc" Vg). Erasmus prefers 
illud, as referring to a subsequent statement 
rather than to the preceding words. The Vul- 
gate is here more literal. Similar changes occur 
e.g. at Rom. 14,13; 1 Cor. 1,12; 7,29 (1519). 

6 quod &mi (“quia” Vg). See on lob. 1,20. 
Manetti made the same change. 

6 vetus ille noster bomo & vaAcós fuv čv- 
9porros ("vetus homo noster" Vg.). Erasmus 
provides a more emphatic rendering of the 
Greek article. 


77 


6 cum illo crucifixus est cuveo rau poo8n ("simul 
crucifixus est" Vg.). Erasmus makes the meaning 
more explicit: cf. Gal. 2,19. 


6 aboleretur xarapynði ( destruatur" Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at 1 Cor. 2,6; 6,13; 
13,8; 15,26; 2 Thess. 2,8; 2 Tim. 1,10; Hebr. 2,14. 
Erasmus also uses aboleo to replace euacuo, in 
rendering the same Greek verb at 1 Cor. 13,8, 
10, 11; 15,24; 2 Cor. 3,7, 11, 13, 14; Gal. 5,11. 
Additionally, at Gal. 3,17; Epb. 2,15, he replaces 
euacuo by abrogo. See further on Rom. 3,3. 


6 posthac non unen ("vltra non" Vg). See on 
lob. 5,14. Manetti put vltra nos non. 

7 Etenim qui ô yao ("Qui enim" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 3,7. 

8 Quod si ei Bé (“Si autem" Vg). See on 
Rom. 2,25. 

8 cov. Cod. 2815* originally omitted this 
preposition, but the scribe later added év, with 
little other ms. support. 

8 quod 6m (“quia” Vg). See on Joh, 1,20. 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti used the same word 
as Erasmus. 


8 et viuemus Kai ouġhoopev ("simul etiam vi- 
uemus” Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus also proposes 
the use of conuiuemus, but commends the Vulgate 
rendering. Manetti had et simul viuemus. 


9 excitatus tyepOels (“resurgens” late Vg). Greek 
aorist. For excito, see on Rom. 4,25. See also 
Annot. 


9 a mortuis & vekpõv (“ex mortuis” late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss., with Vg"). See on Joh, 2,22, 
and also on vs. 4, above. Erasmus' substitution 
of a for ex corresponds with the reading of 
some mss. of the earlier Vulgate (together with 
Vg". Manetti had the same rendering as 
Erasmus. 


9 non amplius (twice) oUkéri ("iam non ... vltra 
non" Vg.). See on lob. 6,66, and Annot. The 
version of Manetti put zon amplius ... vitra non, 
and Lefèvre zon vltra (twice). 


9 dominatur kupievei ("dominabitur" Vg.). The 
Vulgate use of the future tense has little Greek 
ms. support. See Annot., and Resp. ad collat. inv. 
geront., LB IX, 993 D-E. The same correction 
was made by Lefèvre. 

10 Nam quod & yàp (“Quod enim” Vg.). See 
on Job. 3,34. Manetti put Quod autem. 

10 mortuus fuit, peccato mortuus fuit &rtQave, 
TH &papría à&méðavev ("mortuus est pecca- 
to, mortuus est” Vg. "mortuus fuit peccato, 
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Qi tH 9&5. l'oUros koi tyeis Aoyi- 
Çeoðe &auToUs, vexpous gév elvai Ti 
épaprig, Gdovtas St Th Oecd èv Xpi- 
oT® 'InooU TG Kupiw pov. 

"Mn otv Bacilevéto fj ápapría 
£y TH 0vrTÀ Üpóv owpati, els TO ÙT- 
aKovelv atti) èv rods émbupiais aro. 
Bundt trapiotdvete Tà u£An Udo, ÖT- 
Aa &biias Ti d&uaptig, &AA& mapa- 
oTicate éautous TO Ged, ws EK ve- 
Kpdv Zdvtas, kai Tà uéAn Udy, STAG 
Sikaioouvns tH Oe. "ópopría yàp 
Ùv oU kupieUcEL, oU yap iore UTrd 
vógov, &AA' Uird xápiv.. ri ov; &pap- 
T'|couev, ST1 ouk &op£v UIrd vópov, &AA' 
Ud xópiv; ph yévorro. ox ofborre 
óTri © Tapiotdvete éavToUs SovAous 
eis UtTrakoryv, 5oUAoÍ oTe à UTraKoveTe, 
firoi &paprías eis 9&varrov, Tj ürraxofis 
els Sixcioouvny;  "yxápis Sè TH Ged, 


11 nuov D E: upov A-C 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


viuit deo. "Ita et vos reputate vos 
ipsos, mortuos quidem esse peccato, 
viuentes autem deo per Christum 
lesum dominum nostrum. 

"Ne regnet igitur peccatum in 
mortali vestro corpore, vt obediatis illi 
per cupiditates eius. ! Neque accom- 
modetis membra vestra, arma iniusti- 
tiae peccato: sed accommodetis vosmet 
ipsos deo, velut ex mortuis viuentes, 
et membra vestra arma iustitiae deo. 
14 Peccatum enim vobis non dominabi- 
tur. Non enim estis sub lege, sed sub 
gratia. Quid igitur? Peccabimus, 
quod non simus sub lege, sed sub 
gratia? Absit. 'An nescitis, quod cui 
accommodatis vos ipsos seruos ad obe- 
diendum, eius serui estis cui obeditis, 
siue peccati ad mortem, siue obedien- 
tiae ad iustitiam? "Gratia autem deo 


11 reputate D E: existimate A-C | per ... nostrum B-E: in Christo Iesu domino nostro A | 
12 per cupiditates B-E: in cupiditatibus Æ | 15 simus B-E: sumus Æ | 16 obediendum B-E: 
obedientiam A | alt. ad B-E: in.A | tert. ad B-E: in A 


mortuus fuit" 1516). In Annot., Erasmus ampli- 
fied the meaning as mortem eam quam mortuus 
est, mortuus est peccato, disagreeing with the 
proposal of Valla Annot. to render by mortuum 
(neuter), referring to Christ's human body. See 
also Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 993 E- 
994 A. For fuit, see on Rom. 4,2. Manetti and 
Lefèvre both had mortuum est, twice. 


11 reputate Moyičeoðe (“existimate” 1516-22 
= Vg.). For Erasmus’ use of reputo, see on Act. 
19,27; Rom. 8,18, and Annot., together with 
Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 994 A-B. 


11 vos ipsos &auToUs (“vos” Vg.). Erasmus ren- 
ders the reflexive pronoun more emphatically. 
See on Joh. 11,55, and Annot. The same change 
was made by Lefèvre, while Manetti had vosmet 
ipsos. 

11 per Christum lesum dominum nostrum. iv 
Xpiot® 'IncoU TH xupioo Tfiuóv (“in Christo 
Iesu" Vg. 1527 = Vg. mss. “in Christo Iesu 


domino nostro" 1516 = some late Vg. edd.). 
The earlier Vulgate is supported by the omission 
of tT kupíc fiuc in twenty mss., commencing 
with 3355 A B D F G. The text of Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 
1, 2105, 2816, and also N C and about 
560 later mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 1, pp. 337-9). See Annot. The expression 
ó kópios fjuiv is used frequently in the Paul- 
ine Epistles, including about fourteen examples 
in Romans. At this passage, it has been suggested 
that the words are a later addition, caused by 
scribal familiarity with a well-known phrase. 
One of the easiest forms of scribal error, 
however, is accidental omission, which could 
have led to the loss of 6 kupico hudv from 
an early copy, which in turn influenced a small 
number of other mss. The substitution of Gudv 
for fjuóv in 1516-22 probably resulted from 
a printer's error, though it is also found in 
a few later mss. For per, see on Rom. 1,17. 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS  6,0- 17 


Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre offered the 
same rendering as in Erasmus’ first edition. 


12 Ne regnet igitur Mi oWv BaciAeuéroo (“non 
ergo regnet" Vg.). See on Job. 3,7 for ne, and 
on Job. 6,62 for igitur. 


12 mortali vestro th 9viyri. Op. ("vestro 
mortali" Vg.). Erasmus’ rendering is closer to 
the Greek word-order. 


12 illi per cupiditates eius aÙt tv adis &rri&uy- 
ots ovtod ("concupiscentiis eius" Vg.; "illi in 
cupiditatibus eius" 1516). The Vulgate reflects 
the omission of avi) év, as in S^ N AB C* 
and about forty later mss., among which was 
cod. 2816*. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, supported by 2105 and 2816*, with Cr 
and about 520 later mss. In 38*6 D F G and two 
later mss., the text has just avTíj, omitting èv 
Tas émi&uuíois auto. (See Aland Die Paulini- 
schen Briefe vol. 1, pp. 339-42, though it should 
be noted that cod. 1 has aùtńv for atti and 
does not omit aro, contrary to the impres- 
sion given by Aland). See Annot., and Resp. ad 
collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 994 B. According to 
one theory, the longer reading adopted by 
Erasmus represents a later conflation of two 
different shorter forms of text, facilitated by 
the insertion of the preposition év. An alternative 
possibility is that the longer text is authentic, 
but that the sequence of feminine and neuter 
pronouns arf ... atrrot (referring to duaptia 
and copo, respectively) appeared inelegant 
or ungrammatical to some early scribes, who 
resolved the problem by the simple expedient 
of deleting various parts of the wording. The 
same difficulty also prompted a few later copyists 
to replace abt with aùt& or avtod, or even 
to change avtoG to aùrñs. The version of 
Manetti had ei in concupiscentiis suis, while Lefévre 
Comm. put ei in concupiscentiis eius. 

13 Neque uné ("Sed neque" Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus objects that sed is redundant. The 
same change was made by Lefèvre, while Manetti 


had sed ne. 


13 acommodetis (twice) rrapio rávere ... Tapa- 
othoate ("exhibeatis ... exhibete” Vg.). A simi- 
lar substitution occurs at vs. 16. For Erasmus' 
use of exhibeo, see on Act. 1,3. See also Annot. 
The version of Lefèvre replaced exbibeatis with 
exbibete. 


13 iniustitiae &Sıxias (“iniquitatis” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,29. The same change was made by 
Lefévre. 
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13 vosmet ipsos tautos (“vos” Vg.). This change 
was in accordance with Vulgate usage at Rom. 
12,16, 19; 2 Cor. 13,5; lac. 1,22. Manetti and 
Lefèvre put vos ipsos. 


13 velut ds ('tanquam" Vg.). See on Rom. 3,7. 


14 estis sub lege tate STO vópov (“sub lege estis" 
Vg.). Erasmus' rendering is closer to the Greek 
word-order. The same change was made by 


Manetti and Lefèvre. 


15 igitur oŭv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Iob. 6,62. 
Manetti made the same change. 


15 quod non simus &11 ovK éopév ("quoniam 
non sumus" Vg; "quod non sumus" 1516). 
Erasmus prefers quod with the subjunctive, in 
this instance, because the clause occurs within 
a hypothetical statement. Ambrosiaster and 
Manetti had guia in place of quoniam. 


16 quod Tı (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. 
The same change was made by Manetti. 


16 acommodatis apio ávere (“exhibetis” Vg.). 
See on vs. 13. 


16 vos ipsos éauroUs (“vos” Vg.). See on Job. 
11,55. The same change was made by Manetti. 


16 obediendum $waxotv (“obedientiam” 1516). 
See on Rom. 1,5. Manetti anticipated the change 
made by Erasmus in 1516, this being a more 
literal translation. 


16 eius serui estis cui BOUAOi tote & ("serui estis 
eius cui" Vg.). By making this change of word- 
order, Erasmus seeks to clarify the connection 
with the preceding clause, linking eius with cui 
accommodatis. 


16 ad mortem ... ad iustitiam es Pdvatov ... 
els Sıkarooúvnv (“in mortem ... in iusticiam" 
1516). The change of preposition in 1516 was 
not strictly necessary, though Erasmus retains 
in mortem at Mc. 13,12; Le. 22,33; 2 Cor. 4,11; 
Ap. Iob. 13,3. Ambrosiaster (1492 edition) had 
in mortem ... ad iusticiam. 

16 obedientiae únmaxoñs (“obeditionis” Vg.). 
Cf. on Rom. 5,19. The word obeditio does not 
exist in classical usage. Manetti and Lefèvre 
made the same change. 


17 Gratia x&pis (“Gratias” Vg.). A similar sub- 
stitution occurs at 1 Cor. 15,57; 2 Cor. 2,14. 
In Annot., Erasmus objects that gratias, in 
the accusative plural, is a solecism. See also 
Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 994 B-C. 
The same change was made by Manetti and 
Lefévre. 


LB 595 
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Sti Ate Soo Tis Guaptias, UTrnKoU- 
care 5& ék Kapdias, eis Sv Trapedd- 
Onte TUTrov Bibafjs. 7 EAeuOepoo8éves 
SE dro tis &ápaprías, Bouw nte TH 
Sikaioovvn. avOpartrivov Myo, | 
dia Thy doGéiverav Tfjg capKds Uydv. 
aotep yàp TapsoTücare Ta eA 
Gyudv SotAa Ti dKxabapcia Kai ti 
a&vouia, eis Thv é&vouíav, ottaws kai 
vÜv Tapactiocate tk peAN Uydv 
SotAa ti Sikmoctvn, eis Gylacudv. 
Wre yàp SolAo1 fire Tis &papríos, 
EAeU0epoi Åre TH BikonocUvm. 7! Tiva 
oUv Kaptrov elyete tote, ig! olg viv 
éTraloyuveobe; TO yap TEAS ékeiveov 
Odvatos. 2vyuvi St ésAcubepwbévtes 
åmò Tfj; duaptias, SouAwbévtes Sè 
TOÀ Ged, Éyere TOV KapTrOV Updv eis 
é&yiacuóv, TO SE TEAOS Gov aicdviov. 
8 tà yàp óyovia Tis &uaprías, 9áva- 
Tog TÒ Bb xépicpa ToU 9000, Coot} 
aiovios èv Xpiotd 'InooU 1H Kupiw 
fiv. 


17 quidem B-E: om. A | 


animo B-E: corde A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


quod fuistis quidem serui peccati, 
sed obedistis ex animo, in eam in 
quam traducti estis formam doctri- 
nae. Caeterum liberati a peccato, 
serui facti estis iustitiae. "Humanum 
quid|dam dico, propter infirmitatem 
carnis vestrae. Quemadmodum enim 
praebuistis membra vestra serua im- 
munditiae et iniquitati, ad aliam 
atque aliam iniquitatem: sic et nunc 
praebete membra vestra serua iusti- 
tiae ad sanctificationem. ”Quum 
enim serui essetis peccati, liberi era- 
tis iustitiae. ? Quem igitur fructum 
habebatis tunc in his, de quibus 
nunc erubescitis? Nam finis illorum 
mors. ™Nunc vero manumissi a 
peccato, serui autem facti deo, ha- 
betis fructum vestrum in sanctifica- 
tionem, finem autem vitam aeternam. 
Etenim autoramenta peccati, mors: 
donum autem dei, vita aeterna per 
Christum lesum dominum nostrum. 


19 ad aliam atque aliam B-E: in A | 


alt, serua B-E: om. A | alt. ad B-E: in A | 22 manumissi B-E: liberi facti 4. | finem B-E: 
fructum A | 23 per ... nostrum B-E: in Christo Iesu domino nostro A 


17 fuistis quidem f\te (“fuistis” 1516 = Vg). 
Erasmus adds quidem to provide a more sym- 
metrical construction, because of the following 
sed. Similar insertions of quidem occur at Rom. 
11,29; 2 Cor. 8,10; 2 Tim. 1,9 (1519); Hebr. 8,5, 
in accordance with Vulgate usage at Jac. 4,13 
(and also with late Vulgate usage at Act. 15,39). 


Lefèvre put cum fuistis. 


17 sed obedistis UKovoate 8€ ("obedistis au- 
tem" Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. Ambrosiaster and 
Lefévre omitted autem. 


17 animo xapdias ("corde" 1516 = Vg.). The 
Vulgate is more accurate. Erasmus retains ex 
toto corde at Mt. 22,37; Mc. 12,30, 33; Lc. 10,27; 
Act. 8,37. 


17 in eam in quam traducti estis formam doctrinae 
els Sv TrapsBóOnre TUTrov Bibayfis (“in eam 
formam doctrinae in qua traditi estis" Vg.). 
Erasmus' rendering resembles the Greek word- 
order more closely. However, his use of traduco 
is less accurate, and perhaps surprising in view 
of his avoidance of this verb elsewhere in 
the N.T. See on Col. 2,15. In Resp. ad collat. 
iuv. geront., LB IX, 994 C-D, Erasmus argues 
that it is inappropriate to use /rado with an 
impersonal indirect object ("quod traditur homo 
homini potius quam rei"). In the use of in 
quam, his version agreed with Ambrosiaster. 
The rendering of Manetti was in eam doctrinae 
figuram in qua traditi estis, while Lefèvre put in 
ea forma doctrinae quae tradita est vobis. 


LB 596 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS 647-23 


18 Caeterum liberati ExeuüepcoO&vres Sé (“Liberati 
autem" Vg). See on Act. 6,2. 


19 Humanum quiddam &vOpoxmvov ("Huma- 
num" Vg.). Erasmus inserts quiddam, to make 
clear that humanum has a neuter sense here. See 
also on Job. 9,30, and Annot. 


19 Quemadmodum dorep ("Sicut" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. 


19 praebuistis ... praebete vrapeorjoare ... Tapa- 
ottoarte (“exhibuistis ... exhibete” Vg.). See on 
Act. 1,3. 


19 serua (twice) oa ("seruire" Vg.; “serua” 
(1st. only) 1516 Lat.). The Vulgate rendering is 
the equivalent of SouAevev, found in codd. 
F G, though these mss. may reflect a process 
of retranslation from the Old Latin. Cf. Annot. 
The omission of the second instance of serua 
in 1516 may have been accidental. Manetti 
used famulantia. 


19 ad aliam atque aliam iniquitatem sis viv 
àvopiav (“ad iniquitatem" Vg.; "in iniquitatem" 
1516). Erasmus’ insertion of aliam atque aliam 
(i.e. "various kinds of iniquity") was intended 
to explain the apostle’s repetition of &vopío: 
see Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 994 D 
(“quia varia est iniquitas, virtus est simplex"). 
Manetti had in iniquitatem, as in Erasmus’ 1516 
edition. 


19 sic oŭTws (“ita” Vg.). See on Rom. 5,21. The 
same change was made by Manetti. 


19 et nunc Kai viv ("nunc" Vg.). Erasmus here 
follows cod. 2817, with little other ms. support. 
In codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816 and most other 
mss., together with the text underlying the 
Vulgate, kai is omitted. 


19 ad (2nd.) eis ("in" 1516 7 Vg.). In vs. 22, 
Erasmus retains iz sanctificationem for exactly 
the same Greek phrase, eis &yiacpóv. 


20 eratis Tyre. (“fuistis” Vg.). Erasmus’ use of 
the imperfect tense is more accurate, and also 
more consistent, following essetis: see Annot. 
This change agreed with the wording of Am- 
brosiaster and the proposed rendering of Valla 
Annot. The solution of Lefévre was to change 
essetis to fuistis, in conformity with fuistis serui 
in vs. 17. 


21 igitur oov (“ergo” Vg.). See on ob. 6,62. 


21 habebatis eiyete ("habuistis" Vg.). Erasmus’ 
use of the imperfect tense is, again, more 
precise. 


81 


21 in bis, de quibus éq’ ols (“in illis in quibus" 
late Vg.). The preposition de is better suited to 
the accompanying verb, erubesco. Other substi- 
tutions of de for in, when rendering éri, occur 
e.g. at Act. 4,9; Rom. 16,19; 1 Cor. 1,4; Gal. 3,16, 
consistent with Vulgate usage at Job. 12,16. 


21 mors 6ávarros (“mors est" Vg.). The Vulgate 
addition of est corresponds with @dvartds toti 


in codd. F G. Both Manetti and Lefevre omitted 


est. 


22 manumissi thevBepwOévtes ("liberati" Vg.; 
"liberi facti" 1516). Erasmus’ chosen verb, 
manumitto, has the connotation of release from 
slavery, providing a more pointed contrast with 
serui. Cf. Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 
994 D-995 E. However, libero is a more precise 
equivalent for the Greek verb, and is retained 
at Rom. 6,18; 8,21; Gal. 5,1. Sometimes Erasmus 
uses liberum reddo: see on Iob. 8,32. He nowhere 
else uses manumitto in the N.T. 


22 finem Tò ... vÉNos (“fructum” 1516 Lat.). 
The alteration made in 1516 was a mistake, 
influenced by fructum earlier in the sentence. 
In Apolog. resp. Iac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 168, 
11. 85-90, Erasmus blames the carelessness of the 
typesetter ("incuria typographi"). Cf. also 1522 
Annot. 


22 autem 5€ (“vero” Vg.). This change appears 
to be for stylistic variety, avoiding repetition 
of vero from earlier in the sentence. Manetti 
had autem in both places. 


22 vitam Cory. In Annot., Erasmus cites the 
proposal of Lefèvre to render by in vitam, 
reflecting a poorly supported Greek variant, 
els Coot. 

23 Etenim autoramenta Tà yàp Syovia (“Sti- 
pendia enim" Vg.). See on Rom. 3,7 regarding 
etenim. Erasmus does not elsewhere use ax(c)to- 
ramentum (“wages” or “reward”), but retains 
stipendium for the other three N.T. instances 
of dyooviov. See Annot., and Resp. ad collat. 
iuv. geront., LB IX, 994 F-995 E. For autora- 
mentum as payment for military service, see 
Valla Elegantiae, IV, 32; Erasmus Parapbr. in 
Eleg. Laur. Vallae, ASD 1, 4, p. 226, ll. 512-514. 


23 donum Tò ... X&ápicua (“gratia” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,11, and Annot. The same change was 
suggested by Lefévre Comm. 


23 per Christum lesum dominum nostrum iv 
Xpiotd 'InooU 14 kupiw næv (“in Christo 
Iesu domino nostro” 1516 - Vg). See on 
Rom. 1,17. 
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"H é&yvosite, &SeAQoi, yicdookouci 
yap vópov AacAd, St1 Ó vópos ku- 
plever ToU &vOpoorrou, èp? ócov ypdvov 
Sh; 7h yàp UrravBpos yuvfi, 1 Cvm 
&v6pi Sé5eta voy &&v 86 d&rro8dvy ó 
a&vip, Kathpyntai ard ToU vópuou Tot 
&v8pós. 3&pa ov GaHvtos ToU åvõpòş 
uoixoAs yonuatiog,, &xv yévnrar dvBpi 
ETEpOD. &&v 5è AtroBavy ó aviip, EAeuOEpo: 
totiv &ró ToU vópou, ToU pr elvai aù- 
Thy uorxoAíBa, yevouévny &v6pi érépco. 
‘ote, &SeApoi pou, Kai ueis £avarrco- 
Onte TH vóu Sie ToU capatos ToU 
Xpiatot, ei; TO yevéoOar ÜUp&s Érépo, 


7,4 xpiotou B-E: oou ypiotou A 


7,1 tantisper B-E: om. A | 


quoad ea vixerit B-E: quamdiu viuit A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


An ignoratis fratres, scientibus 

enim legem loquor, quod lex 
tantisper dominetur homini, quoad 
ea vixerit? *Nam viro obnoxia mu- 
lier, viuenti viro alligata est per 
legem: quod si mortuus fuerit vir, 
liberata est a lege viri.  ?Proinde 
viuente viro, adultera vocabitur, si 
se iunxerit alteri viro. Sin autem 
mortuus fuerit vir, libera est a iure 
viri: vt non sit adultera, si iuncta fu- 
erit alteri viro. ‘Itaque fratres mei, 
vos quoque mortificati estis legi per 
corpus Christi, vt iungeremini alteri: 


3 vocabitur D E: 


iudicabitur 4-C | se iunxerit alteri viro B-E: coeperit altero viro iungi A | iure B-E: lege A 


7,1 yap. Erasmus’ cod. 2815 omits this word, 
in company with few other mss. His text 
follows cod. 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816 
and virtually all other mss., as well as the Latin 
Vulgate. 


1 quod &ri (“quia” Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. The 
same change was made by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


1 tantisper ... quoad tp’ Soov ypovov (“quanto 
tempore” Vg.; “quamdiu” 1516). The use of 
tantisper ... quoad does not occur elsewhere in 
Erasmus’ N.T., and seems to have been rare in 
classical usage. A more widely used classical 
idiom was tantisper .. dum, commended by 
Erasmus in Annot. and also in Valla Elegantiae, 
II, 48; Erasmus Paraphr. in Eleg. Laur. Vallae, 
ASD I, 4, p. 322, ll. 166-168. The alternative 
substitution of quamdiu, as adopted here in the 
1516 edition, is also found at 1 Cor. 7,39; Gal. 
4,1, consistent with Vulgate usage in rendering 
èp ócov at Mt. 9,15; 2 Petr. 1,13, and oov 
xpóvov at Mc. 2,19. Elsewhere Erasmus substi- 
tutes quoad for donec in rendering fws dv at 
Mt. 5,18 and &ypis oO at Hebr. 3,13. 


1 dominetur bomini kupiever ToU. &vOpcorrou 
(“in homine dominatur" Vg.). This change of 
word-order conforms more closely with the 
Greek text. Erasmus' use of the dative with 


dominor here is consistent with the Vulgate 
rendering of Rom. 6,9, 14, though the Vulgate 
elsewhere sometimes has the genitive. Ambro- 
siaster and Manetti put dominatur homini. 

1 ea vixerit Gù (“viuit” 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus’ 
insertion of ea reflects his opinion that the 
ambiguous Greek verb refers to the law rather 
than to the man: see Annot. 


2 viro obnoxia ravBpos (“quae sub viro est” 
Vg.). For Erasmus’ use of obnoxius, see on Rom. 
3,9, and Annot. The rendering of Manetti had 
Quae enim in place of Nam quae. 


2 viuenti viro ... per legem TH (vmi àvopl ... 
vóu ("viuente viro ... legi" Vg.). Erasmus cor- 
rectly identifies &vBpi as the indirect object of 
the verb, and vépe as an instrumental dative: 
see Annot., and Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
LB IX, 995 E-F. 

2 quod si tav BE (“si autem" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 2,25. Cod. 2815 adds xai, supported by 
few other mss. Erasmus' version here agrees 
with the wording of Ambrosiaster. 

2 vir ó dvio ("vir eius" late Vg. and many Vg. 
mss., with Vg""). The added pronoun, eius, seen 
in most copies of the Vulgate, both early and 
late, has little explicit support from Greek mss. 
A few Vulgate mss. omit it, together with Vg*. 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS 7,1-4 

In Annot., Erasmus appears to refer to this 
passage when he mentions the lack of Greek 
support for eius, but his comment would be 
equally applicable to the same phrase in vs. 3, 
where the Vulgate again adds eius. Owing to the 
similarities of wording between these two verses, 
the sequence (and also the content) of Erasmus’ 
notes becomes confused here. The same correc- 
tion was made by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


2 liberata est kxathpynTta ("soluta est” Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs in vs. 6. In Annot., 
Erasmus cites /iberata in his Vulgate lemma, 
apparently through confusion with vs. 3, where 
the Vulgate has /iberata for EAeu8épo. Manetti 
anticipated Erasmus’ rendering of the present 
passage. 


2 viri ToO &v5pós. In Annot., with reference 
to soluta est a lege viri, Erasmus states that viri 
is not found "apud Graecos", but then immedi- 
ately appears to contradict himself by stating 
that he knows of certain mss. which add tot 
&v5pós (“in quibusdam inuenio codicibus"). 
In fact, at this point in the text, these words 
are contained in nearly all the mss. He again 
seems to have confused this passage with vs. 3, 
where the addition of ToU &v6pós after vópou 
has only a few mss. to support it. 

3 Proinde &pa otv (“Igitur” Vg). See on 
Act. 11,17. 

3 adultera vocabitur yovyaMs xpnuarríoce ("vo- 
cabitur adultera" Vg. "adultera iudicabitur" 
1516-22). The Vulgate word-order corresponds 
with xpnuartiosı uorxoAs in codd. D F G. The 
verb iudico ("judge") is not used by Erasmus 
in rendering ypnuatige elsewhere, and the 
Greek word rarely has such a sense. In Apolog. 
resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, pp. 168-70, 
Il. 92-104, and also in 1522 Annot., he attempts 
to defend his use of iudico by equating the 
Greek verb with ias dico. In 1527, in a belated 
concession to Stunica's criticism, he abandoned 
this justification of iudico in Annot., and re- 
instated vocabitur in the Latin text. 


3 se tunxerit alteri viro yévnrai dvbpl étépw 
("fuerit cum alio viro" Vg.; "coeperit altero viro 
iungi" 1516). By adding inungo, Erasmus makes 
the meaning more explicit, denoting marriage: 
see Annot., and cf. fuerit iuncta alteri viro in 
Ambrosiaster. For Erasmus’ adoption of coepio 
for yivouen in 1516, see on Job. 1,15; further 
instances of this usage occur at Gal. 3,17; 
1 Thess. 2,8 (1516 only); 1 Petr. 2,7; 1 Iob. 2,18. 
For alteri, see on Job. 18,16. Manetti had fuerit 
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cum altero viro, and Lefèvre fuerit alterius viri 
(cf. the Vulgate use of vt sit alterius in vs. 4). 


3 Sin &&v ("Si" Vg.). See on Iob. 10,38. 

3 vir ò àvhp ("vir eius" Vg.). The Vulgate 
pronoun eius corresponds with the addition of 
aurtijs in codd. D F G. For Erasmus’ comments 
in Annot., see on vs. 2. Manetti and Lefévre 
made the same correction. 


3 libera est theubépar &olv ("liberata est" Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at 1 Cor. 7,39. In 
1535 Annot., Erasmus speculates that the Vulgate 
originally had Jibera, and that this was later 
changed by copyists. 

3 iure viri toO vóyou (“lege viri" 1516 = late 
Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg""). The use of 
iure here is for stylistic variety, as Erasmus 
retained /ege in vs.2. A similar substitution 
occurs at Rom. 8,2. His retention of viri is 
inconsistent with his Greek text, and would 
correspond more closely with the addition of 
TOU dvipds, exhibited by a few mss., but not 
by any of those which Erasmus consulted at 
Basle. For his confused remarks on this subject 
in Annot., see on vs. 2. See also Resp. ad collat. 
inv, geront., LB IX, 995 F-996 A. At the present 
passage, a few Vulgate mss. (with Ve") omit viri, 
and so did Manetti and Lefèvre. 


3 si iuncta fuerit alteri viro yevopévyny &v6pl 
érépoo (“si fuerit cum alio viro" Vg.). See on 
iunxerit alteri, above. Erasmus' rendering re- 
sembles that of Ambrosiaster (1492), iuncta si 
fuerit alteri viro. Manetti put si fuerit cum altero 
viro, and Lefèvre si fuerit alterius viri, exactly as 
in the first part of this verse. 


4 vos quoque xol Opeig ("et vos" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 5,27. 


4 tol XpicroU. The reading tot ‘“Inoot 
Xpic'ToU in 1516 does not enjoy ms. support 
and is possibly a printer's error. 


4 vt iungeremini alteri els TO yevéodou Opa 
Etépeo ("vt sitis vos alterius" Annot., lemma; "vt 
sitis alterius" Vg. 1527 = Vg. mss.). See on vs. 3, 
for Erasmus’ substitution of iango. In Annot., 
commenting on the late Vulgate addition of 
vos, he pointed out that this word was super- 
fluous to the sense, as the meaning of Uuds was 
already contained within the Latin verb. See 
also Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 996 A. 
The use of vos is found e.g. in the 1502 Glossa 
Ordinaria and in the version of Manetti, but 
not in the Froben Vulgates of 1491 and 1514 
or in either column of Lefévre. 


LB 597 
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TG èk vexpdv éyepbévTi, iva kaprro- 
popticwmpev Th Oe. Ste yao Ayev 
év T capki, Ta mapata TÓv uap- 
Tidy Tà Sik ToU vóuou évnpyeito v 
tois péAeciv fiu, eis TO kapropop- 
cai TH 8aváro. Svuvi 5 katnpyń- 
Onuev ard ToU vópou, à&moðavóvTteş 
tv @ kaTeryoueba, cote SouAeveiv 
fds v KodvóTmTi TrvevpaTos, Kai oU 
TOAMIOTHTI ypóápperos. 

"Ti otv èpoŭpev; ó vdpos dyap- 
tia; uù yévorro. GAAK Tüv épapri- 
av oUK Éyvow, ef ur) Sid vópov. TÁV 
Te yap ém@upiav oùk Sev, ei ur 
ó vópos ÉAeysv, OUK | émbuproeis. 
Sa@opynv 8: AopoUca, f| duaptia 


Sik fj; evToAfs Kateipydoato èv 
poi Tr&cav émbupiav. ywpis yap 
voyou, dópapría vekpå. tyd 8 


&jov yapis vópou troté. EAGoUvonNs 
Se tis évroañs, ñ cuapria &vé- 
Enoev, iyi) 8: àméðavov. xai 
eùpéðn uoi fj évroAM f els Got, 
aŭt eis Odvotov. Å yàp cuaptia 


6 nuas B-E: upas A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


nimirum ei qui ex mortuis surrexit, 
vt fructificemus deo. *Quum enim 
essemus in carne, affectus peccato- 
rum qui sunt per legem, vigebant 
in membris nostris ad fructifican- 
dum morti. Nunc autem liberati 
sumus a lege, mortui ei in qua de- 
tinebamur vt seruiamus per nouita- 
tem spiritus, et non per vetustatem 
literae. 

7 Quid ergo dicemus? Lex peccatum 
est? Absit. Sed peccatum non cognoui, 
nisi per legem. Nam et concupiscen- 
tiam non nouissem, nisi lex dixisset, 
Non concupi|sces. Sed occasione 
accepta, peccatum per praeceptum ge- 
nuit in me omnem concupiscentiam. 
Siquidem absque lege, peccatum erat 
mortuum. ?Ego autem viuebam sine 
lege quondam. Porro veniente manda- 
to, peccatum reuixit: ego vero mor- 
tuus sum. Et repertum est, mandatum 
quod institutum erat ad vitam, mihi 
cedere ad mortem. "Nam peccatum 


4 nimirum B-E: om. A | ex B-E:aA | 5 vigebant B-E: operabantur A | 6 ei B-E: om. A | 
per nouitatem B-E: in nouitate A | per vetustatem literae B-E: vetustate litterae Æ | 10 mihi 


cedere B-E: id mihi esse 4 


4 nimirum ei qui TŒ ("qui^ Vg; "ei qui" 1516). 
See on Joh. 13,23 regarding nimirum. 


4 ex mortuis tk vexpov ("a mortuis" 1516). See 
on Job. 2,22. 


4 surrexit byepðévrıi "resurrexit" Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at Mc. 6,16; 1 Cor. 15,20. 
Cf. on Rom. 4,25, where Erasmus prefers excitatus 
est. 


4 fructificemus «aprropoprjocouev (“fructificetis” 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate use of the second 
person plural lacks Greek ms. support. Cf. 
Annot. Some Vulgate mss. have fructificaremus, 
while others offer the rendering which was pre- 
ferred by Erasmus, together with Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre Comm. 


5 affectus à TroOijyata (“passiones” Vg.). For 
Erasmus' avoidance of passio, see on Rom. 1,26. 
See also Annot. He uses affectus for mróenua 
again at Gal. 5,24 (1519). At the present passage, 
his rendering follows that of Lefèvre. 


5 qui sunt per legem TÒ Sià TOG vopou (“quae 
per legem erant” Vg.). The Vulgate render- 
ing produces an ambiguity as to whether the 
pronoun quae relates to passiones or peccata. Cf. 
Annot. The version of Manetti had quae erant 
per legem, and Lefèvre qui per legem erant. 

5 vigebant tvnpyeito (“operabantur” 1516 = Vg.). 
Erasmus disliked operor (“work”) because it did 
not quite convey the required sense of being 
“active” or “efficacious”. The use of operor was 
largely confined to the later part of the classical 
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period. The verb zigeo does not occur in the 
Vulgate N.T. Elsewhere Erasmus retains operor 
for évepyéw at 2 Cor. 1,6; Gal. 3,5; 5,6, but 
replaces it with efficio at 1 Cor. 12,6, 11 (both 
in 1519); with ago at Mt. 14,2; Mc. 6,14; 2 Cor. 
4,12; Eph. 2,2; 3,20; Phil. 2,13; Col. 1,29; 1 Thess. 
2,13; 2 Thess. 2,7; with efficax sum at Gal. 2,8; 
and with everceo at Eph. 1,20. See Annot., where 
Erasmus also suggests vim habebant and secreto 
agebant. See also Annot. on 1 Cor. 12,6. 

5 ad fructificandum eis TÒ KaptTropopijoa (“vt 
fructificarent” Vg.). Erasmus’ rendering is more 


suitable, avoiding the need to choose between 
first and third person plural. 


6 liberati sumus xatnpyhðnpev ("soluti sumus" 
Vg.). See on vs. 2. 


6 mortui &rroOavóvtes ("mortis" late Vg. and 
many Vg. mss.) The late Vulgate follows the 
Old Latin version, corresponding with tot 
8av&rovu in codd. D F G. See Annot. In a few 
Vulgate mss., the reading is morientes, and this 
was also used by Manetti and Lefèvre, providing 
a less accurate translation of the Greek aorist 
participle. Lefévre placed morientes after in qua. 

6 ei in qua èv co ("in qua" 1516 = late Vg. and 
many Vg. mss.; “in quo" other Vg. mss.). In 
Annot., Erasmus relates these words to lege. 
Manetti had in eo in quo. 


6 vt cot (“ita vt” Vg). Erasmus similarly 
deletes ita at e.g. Rom. 15,19; 1 Cor. 5,1; 1 Thess. 
1,8; Hebr. 13,6, but at twenty passages he sub- 
stitutes adeo vt, to make clear that ore implies 
consequence rather than purpose. The same 
change was made here by Lefévre. 


6 ńuãs. The reading u&s in 1516 seems to be 
a printer's error, as it is not supported by Eras- 
mus' Basle mss. and does not fit the context. 


6 per nouitatem ... per vetustatem tv KAWÓTNITI 
.. ToaAaétyTt (“in nouitate ... in vetustate" 
Vg. "in nouitate .. vetustate" 1516). See on 
Rom. 1,17. 


7 et te (Vg. omits). See on Act. 1,1. The Vulgate 


omission corresponds with a similar omission 
by codd. F G. 


7 non nouisem ot fj5ev (“nesciebam” Vg). 
See on Job. 1,33. 


7 dixisset ÉNeyev (“diceret” Vg.). Erasmus’ choice 
of the pluperfect is less literal, but more in 
accordance with classical Latin style. 


8 Sed occasione &poputiv 8€ ("Occasione au- 
tem" Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. Lefèvre Comm. put 
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Occasionem autem accipiens for Occasione autem 
accepta. 


8 praeceptum Ts évtToAts ("mandatum" Vg.). 
See on Joh. 11,57. The use of praeceptum here 
and in vss. 11-13, is for stylistic variety, as 
mandatum is retained twice in vs. 10. 


8 genuit kareipyácorro ("operatum est” Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs in vs. 13, and 


at 2 Cor. 7,11. See further on Rom. 1,27 
(perpetrantes). 

8 Siquidem absque lege yoopis yàp vópov (“sine 
lege enim" Vg.). See on lob. 4,47 for siquidem. 
For absque, see on Rom. 3,21. The use of absque 
here avoids repetition, in view of the occurrence 
of sine lege in vs. 9. 


8 erat mortuum vexp& ("mortuum erat” Vg.). 
The Vulgate word-order corresponds with vexp& 
fjv in codd. F G. For Erasmus' preference for 
an earlier position for sum, see on Rom. 2,27. 


9 quondam mort (“aliquando” Vg.). The same 
substitution occurs at twelve other passages in 
the Epistles. At 1 Petr. 3,5; 2 Petr. 1,21, Erasmus 
substitutes olim. At 1 Thess. 2,5; Hebr. 1,5, 13; 
2 Petr. 1,10, he has vnquam. He retains aliquando 
for toté at Lc. 22,32; Rom. 1,10; Gal. 1,23; 2,6; 
Eph. 2,2, 3. 


9 Porro Sé ("Sed" Vg.). See on Iob. 8,16. 


9 veniente mandato tMovonS ... THs EVTOATS 
(“cum venisset mandatum" Vg.). Erasmus’ use 
of the present participle to render the Greek 
aorist is a departure from his usual practice. 
The Vulgate is more accurate on this occasion. 


10 vero 5t ("autem" Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 


10 repertum est eùptðn ("inuentum est" Vg.). 
See on Job. 1,41. 


10 mandatum ... mibi cedere por fj tvtoAr ... 
avtn (“mihi mandatum .. hoc esse" Vg. 
"mandatum .. id mihi esse" 1516). Erasmus 
changes the Latin word-order, to clarify the 
meaning. For this use of cedo ("have a result"), 
cf. his substitution of cedo for prouenio in boc 
mibi cedet in salutem at Phil. 1,19, and his 
replacement of prosum by cedo in rendering 
copeAéw at Mc. 7,11. Manetti and Lefèvre re- 
tained the Vulgate wording, except that Lefévre 
substituted fuisse for esse. 


10 quod institutum erat 4 (“quod erat" Vg). 
Erasmus supplies an extra word, by way of ex- 
planation. The word f was originally omitted 
by cod. 2817", in company with a few other 
late mss., but was restored by a corrector. 
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&poputjv AapoUca Six Tfjg ÈvTOAÑS, 
é€nmrdatnoé ue, Kal 81 avis &mékTai- 
vev. "dote Ò piv vópos &yios, kal 
fj evToAt &yía Kal Skala Kai àyaðń. 
Bod oóv dyabdv, uoi yéyove Odva- 
Tos; Ui) yévoito. GAA fj épapría. ive 
pavi cpaptia, 81& ToU àyaðoŭ poi 
karepyatGouévr 8&varov, iva yévnton 
Kad’ UtrepBoAty &paproAós f) &pap- 
tia Sià Tis évroAf|s. 

V OiBapev yàp Sti Ô vópos Trveupa- 
TiKÓg éoTiv: éyd Sè capkikós eip, TE- 
Tpapévos Uo Tiv épapríav. 56 yàp 
KaTepyaGoual, oU ylvwoKe. oU yap 
5 BAw, roUTo Tpácoo, &AN 6 mo, 
ToUTo Troi. Mel Bè ð oU 060, ToUTO 
TOI, CULM! TO vous, ST KaAds. 
yuy) BE oükéri eyo KatepydZouan 
avd, GAA’ fj oikoŭoa èv &pol épapría. 


12 praeceptum B-E: mandatum A | ac B-E: et A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


occasione accepta per praeceptum, de- 
cepit me: et per illud occidit. "Ita- 
que lex ipsa quidem sancta, et praece- 
ptum sanctum ac iustum et bonum. 
PEÉrgo quod bonum erat, mihi fa- 
ctum est mors? Ábsit. Imo peccatum. 
Vt appareret peccatum, per id quod 
erat bonum mihi gignere mortem, 
vt fieret maiorem in modum pec- 
cans peccatum per praeceptum. 
MScimus enim quod lex, spiri- 
tualis est: at ego carnalis sum, ven- 
ditus sub peccatum. “Quod enim 
ago, non probo. Non enim quod 
volo, hoc facio: sed quod odi, hoc 
ago. !éSi vero quod non volo, hoc 
facio, consentio legi, quod bona sit. 
"Nunc autem non iam ego perpetro 
illud, sed inhabitans in me peccatum. 


13 peccans B-E: peccaminosum A | 


14 at ego B-E: Ego autem A | 16 sit B-E:est/4 | 17 perpetro B-E: facio 4 


11 praeceptum vis tvtoAts ("mandatum" Vg). 
See on vs. 8, and on Zoh. 11,57. 

11 decepit &&yrr&rnos (“seduxit” Vg.). Erasmus 
is more accurate here, as the literal meaning of 
&&orrocráco is “deceive”. A similar substitution 
occurs at Rom. 16,18; 2 Cor. 11,3; 2 Thess. 2,3 
in rendering the same Greek verb, and also in 
rendering mAavác at Mc. 13,6; 1 Cor. 15,33, 
&roTAaváco at Mc. 13,22, and &rrarráco. at 
Epb. 5,6; 1 Tim. 2,14. Erasmus further replaces 
seduco with fallo, in rendering éatratdo at 
1 Cor. 3,18. Elsewhere he retains seduco (“lead 
astray”) mainly for tAavde. See Annot., and 
see further on deceptio at Col. 2,8. 

12 lex ipsa quidem ó piv vóuos (“lex quidem” 
Vg.). Erasmus' insertion of the more emphatic 
ipsa is not explicitly required by the Greek text. 


12 praeceptum ù vto (“mandatum” 1516 
= Vg.). See on vs. 8, and on Zob. 11,57. 

12 ac kal (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Joh. 1,25. 
The words kai Sixaica were omitted by cod. 
2815. Virtually all other mss. include the words. 
13 Ergo quod tò otv ("Quod ergo” Vg.). Eras- 
mus moves ergo to a more prominent position, 


for emphasis. Cf. on Rom. 2,26. Manetti replaced 
Quod ergo bonum est by Bonum ergo. 


13 bonum erat &yaðóv ("bonum est" Vg. 
Either rendering is legitimate, in the absence 
of a Greek verb. 


13 Imo &AA& ("Sed" Vg.). See on Act. 19,2. 


13 appareret pavij appareat" Vg.). The Vulgate 
use of the present subjunctive is influenced by 
the tense of the accompanying participle, kat- 
spyatouévn. Erasmus makes vt appareret and 
iva pavi begin a new sentence, whereas the 
Vulgate made this clause follow on directly 
from the preceding peccatum. See Annot. and 
Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 996 B-D. 


13 id quod erat bonum oO &yato0 ("bonum" 
Vg.). Erasmus expands the meaning, consistent 
with the use of the phrase quod bonum erat 
earlier in the sentence. 

13 mibi gignere yov xarepyatouévn (“opera- 
tum est mihi" late Vg.). See on vs. 8 for gigno. 
Valla Annot. suggested operando or perpetran- 
do, as mentioned by Erasmus in Annot. The 
late Vulgate word-order lacks Greek ms. sup- 
port. Manetti had the word-order mibi mortem 
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operatum est, while the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosi- 
aster and Lefèvre put mibi operatum est mortem. 


13 fieret yévryron. (“fiat” Vg.). This change of 
tense follows from Erasmus' adoption of appa- 
reret earlier in the sentence. 


13 maiorem in modum xo UrreppoAMv ("supra 
modum" Vg.). Erasmus retains supra modum for 
this Greek expression at 2 Cor. 1,8; 4,17; Gal. 
1,13. Elsewhere he uses maiorem in modum fot 
Trepioaotépws at 2 Cor. 7,15. Manetti had per 
superabundantiam. 


13 peccans åpaptTwhós (“peccaminosum” 1516). 
Erasmus objected to the use of a present partici- 
ple to represent the Greek noun. However, as 
conceded in Annot., the word peccaminosus does 
not exist in classical usage, and it is not found 
elsewhere in Erasmus' N.T. See further his Resp. 
ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, pp. 224-5, ll. 616- 
622. The version of Manetti had peccator, a 
rendering favoured by Augustine in De Ciuitate 
Dei XIII, 5 (CSEL 40, i, p. 621). 


13 praeceptum tig EvroAfjs ( mandatum" Vg.). 
See on Joh. 11,57. 

14 quod 511 ("quia" late Vg.). See on Zoh. 1,20. 
Erasmus' choice of wording is the same as 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster (1492) and 
Manetti. 


14 at ego &yco Sé ("Ego autem" 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Job. 1,26. 

14 venditus ve£rpapévos (“venundatus” Vg.). 
Erasmus is slightly more accurate here, as the 
Greek word means "sold" rather than "put 
up for sale". See Annot. He retains venundo 
at Mt. 18,25; 26,9; Act. 5,4. Lefèvre preferred 
negociatus. 


14 sub peccatum md Thy &uapríav (“sub pec- 
cato" Vg.. Erasmus retains the sense of the 
Greek accusative, which he further interprets in 
Annot. as meaning "in seruitutem et iugum 
peccati". He similarly restores the accusative 
after sub, when accompanied by a verb of 
motion, at Lc. 13,34 (1519); Rom. 16,20; 1 Cor. 
15,25, 27; Gal. 3,22; Epb. 1,22, consistent with 
Vulgate usage at Mt. 23,37; Lc. 7,6. 

15 ago (1st.) karepyótouod ("operor" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,27 (perpetrantes), and on Rom. 7,5 
(vigebant). 

15 probo yivwoxw (“intelligo” Vg.). Erasmus 
translates according to his understanding of 
the context. The Vulgate is more literal. Manetti 
and Lefèvre Comm. put cognosco. 
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15 volo Ac» (“volo bonum" late Vg. and some 
Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate addition is unsuppor- 
ted by Greek mss. See Annot. Erasmus’ correction 
agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


15 facio ... ago tpáoow ... moi® ("ago ... facio” 
Vg.). Erasmus' Latin wording appears to reflect 
a different word-order in his cod. 2817, which 
had Troid ... Tpdaoow, as in cod. 2816 and 
some other late mss. His printed Greek text, 
however, followed cod. 2815, together with 
1, 2105 and most other mss., and this was the 
text cited in Annot. 


15 odi mo® (“odi malum" late Vg. and some 
Vg. mss; “odio malum" Vg. 1527). The sub- 
stitution of odio by the 1527 Vulgate column 
is also found in the Froben Vulgates of 1491 
and 1514. The late Vulgate addition of malum 
is unsupported by Greek mss. See Annot. 
The correction made by Erasmus agrees with 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 

15 hoc (2nd.) Todo (“illud” Vg.). A similar 
change occurs in vss. 16 and 20. Erasmus is 
more literal here. The same change was made 
by Manetti. 


16 vero 5€ (“autem” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,26. 


16 non volo où 96Ac (“nolo” Vg.). A similar 
change occurs in vss. 19-20, and also at Rom. 
11,25; 2 Petr. 3,9. Erasmus keeps closer to the 
form of the Greek expression. 


16 boc toirto ("illud" Vg.). See on vs. 15. The 
same change, again, was made by Manetti. 


16 quod bona sit 811 Kadds ("quoniam bona 
est” late Vg.; “quod bona est” 1516). See on 
Iob. 1,20. Manetti and Lefévre both had the 
same rendering as Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


17 non iam ovxén (“iam non" Vg.). The same 
change occurs in vs. 20, and also at Mc. 10,8; 
Rom. 11,6; 14,15; Gal. 2,20; 3,18; Phm. 16. More 
often Erasmus retains iam non, and in Annot. 
he commends the Vulgate rendering. Manetti 
put non amplius, and Lefèvre etiam non. 

17 perpetro kerrepydZouai (“operor” Vg.; "facio" 
1516). See on Rom. 1,27. 

17 inhabitans 4 oixotca (“quod habitat” Vg.). 
Erasmus’ rendering retains the participial form 
of the Greek expression. A similar change 
occurs in vs. 20. The use of inhabito is for 
stylistic variety, in view of the retention of 
habito in vs. 18. 
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S of&a yàp Sti otK oike? èv tuoi, roUT* 
Éc Tiv év TH capKi you, &yabov. TO yap 
8éAetv. Trapóerrod poi, TO SE katepyá- 
Geo8ar TÒ kañóv, ovy eUpioxw. ot 
yàp à BAw To: åyaðóv, &AX' Ó ov 
6éAc) koxóv, ToUTO Trp&coc. Yei 5 

ov 0&Ac yw, ToUTO Tro16, oUKETI &yo 
KatepyaZopal aut, GAA’ f olkotoa èv 
tuoi duaptia. *etupioxea &pa Tov vó- 
pov Ta BEAOvTI &yoi Troieiv TÒ kañóv, STI 
Épol TÒ kakòv TrapéKertar. Z ovvrjbouoi 
yap TH vou tol Geol kar& Tov Eow 
&vOpwirov. P? BaAémo Sè Érepov vópov 
év Tols péAeci pou, &vrioTparrevóuevov 
TO vó% ToU voós you, kai aixpoAco- 
TiGovrá ps TH vóu Tfj; ápapríos, | 
TQ Óvm èv vois u£Aeoi you. "7" ToÀaí- 
Trapos ya &v8pcros, tis pe AUCETAI 
èk ToU cœparoşs ToU Oavéárou 'oU- 
Tou; ”eùyapiot® TH Beğ Bik Inoot 


21 tw 0cAovmi B-E: ro 0gAoovmi A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


5Noui enim quod non habitet in 
me, hoc est in carne mea, bonum. 
Nam velle adest mihi, at vt faciam 
bonum, non reperio.  ?Non enim 
quod volo facio bonum, sed quod 
non volo malum, hoc ago. Porro 
si quod non volo ego, hoc facio: 
non iam ego perpetro illud, sed in- 
habitans in me peccatum. ?'Reperio 
igitur per legem volenti mihi facere 
bonum, quod mihi malum adiunc- 
tum sit. ™Delectat enim me lex 
dei secundum internum hominem. 
Sed video aliam legem in mem- 
bris meis, rebellantem legi mentis 
meae: et captiuum red|dentem me 
legi peccati, quae est in membris 
meis. ™Miser ego homo, quis me 
eripiet ex hoc corpore morti ob- 
noxio? Gratias ago deo per lesum 


18 vt faciam B-E: facere A | 20 perpetro B-E: operor A | 21 per B-E: om. A | sit B-E: 
est.A | 24 eripiet B-E: liberabit 4 | hoc corpore morti obnoxio B-E: corpore mortis hoc 4 


18 Noui ofSa ("Scio" Vg.). This change seems 
to be for variety of style, as scio is used in vs. 14. 
Elsewhere Erasmus quite often retains scio in 
such contexts, in relation to knowledge of a 
fact: see on Job. 1,33; Rom. 14,14. 


18 quod non habitet 511 ot olke ("quia non 
habitat” Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. Manetti and 
Lefèvre both had quod non habitat. 


18 adest rrapéerroa (“adiacet” Vg.). In vs. 21, 
Erasmus replaces adiacet with adiunctum sit, in 
rendering the same Greek word. The literal 
rendering of the Vulgate (“it lies next to”) is 
not easily intelligible in this context. 


18 at vt faciam tò Sè katepyàlecbo (perficere 
autem" Vg.; "at facere" 1516). For at, see on Job. 
1,26. Erasmus prefers to use the subjunctive 
here, to express the sense more clearly as an 
indirect question (“how I can do”). His sub- 
stitution of facio for perficio is not entirely 
satisfactory, as it does not differentiate kat- 
epydéZouar from trotéw, which he also renders 
by facio in vs. 19. C£. on Rom. 1,27. Both 


Manetti and Lefévre preferred operari autem, 
consistent with Vulgate usage elsewhere. 

18 reperio eüpioxco (“inuenio” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 1,41. 

19 facio bonum Tard érya8óv ("bonum hoc 
facio" Vg.). The Vulgate addition of hoc may 
be compared with ToUro moi® &yaðóv in 
cod. C and a few later mss., though the word- 
order is different. The change made by Erasmus 
was in agreement with the wording of Ambro- 
siaster and Manetti, while Lefévre Comm. had 
bonum facio. 


19 non volo où 0£Aco (“nolo” Vg). See on 
vs. 16. 


20 Porro si el 56 (“Si autem" Vg. See on 
Ioh. 8,16. 


20 non volo où fw (“nolo” Vg). See on 
vs. 16. 


20 ego (1st) ya (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission is supported by codd. B C D F G and 
a few later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
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and 2817, accompanied by 1, 2105, 2816, with 
M A and most later mss. Both Manetti and 
Lefévre made the same change. 


20 boc toto ("illud" Vg.). See on vs. 15. This 
substitution was in agreement with the wording 
of Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 


20 non iam otxéti (“iam non" late Vg.). See 
on vs. 17. Lefévre made the same change, while 


Manetti had non amplius. 

20 perpetro «ccrepy &touoa ("operor" 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,27. 

20 inbabitans $j cixotioa (“quod habitat" Vg.). 
See on vs. 17. Manetti put quod inhabitat. 

21 Reperio eupioxe (“Inuenio” Vg.) See on 
Iob. 1,41. 

21 per legem tov vóyov (“legem” 1516 = Vg.). 
Erasmus’ insertion of per is a questionable 
departure from the Greek text, altering the 
meaning: see Annot. 


21 TŐ GéAovTI. In 1516, the incorrect spelling, 
TÒ OéAcovT1, may have been influenced by cod. 
2815, which had 1d 6éAovTt èv. 


21 quod 11 (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Iob. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefévre both made this change. 


21 adiunctum sit rrapóerroa. (“adiacet” Vg.; 
"adiunctum est" 1516). See on vs. 18. 


22 Delectat enim me lex ouvhðomai yap TH 
vóu (“Condelector enim legi" Vg.). The Vulgate 
verb does not exist in classical usage. 


22 internum tov tow (“interiorem” Vg.). A si- 
milar substitution occurs at Eph. 3,16. Erasmus 
may have wished to avoid interior here, because 
it was a comparative adjective. He also used 
internus for & čowðev at 2 Cor. 4,16. At Act. 
16,24, where the Greek uses the comparative 
form of the adjective, he retained interiorem 
carcerem in rendering Thv éowtépav puñakńv. 


23 Sed video Baino Sé ("Video autem" Vg.). 
See on Joh. 1,26. 


23 rebellantem &vriotpocrevóyevov ("repugnan- 
tem" Vg.). Erasmus preferred a rendering which 
more strongly conveyed the military overtones 
of the Greek verb: see Annot., where he also 
suggests contra militantem, as proposed by Valla 
Annot. 


23 captiuum reddentem oiypodotifovta ("capti- 
uantem” Vg.). The verb captiuo does not occur 
in classical usage. In Aznot., Erasmus cites the 
text as alypadwtiZovmi, dative, contrary to his 
Basle mss. For his usual preference for captinum 
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duco in rendering alypodwrtife and alypa- 
AwTevoo, see on 2 Cor. 10,5: Ambrosiaster had 
captiuum me ducentem at the present passage. 

23 lei (2nd.) 1 vóuc (“in lege" Vg). The 
Vulgate reflects a text having èv 1é& vópo, as 
in codd. X B D F G and many other mss, 
including 1 and 2816. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, in company with cod. C and 
another large section of the later mss., among 
which was cod. 2105. See Annot. 

24 Miser 1aÀaímopos (“Infelix” Vg). This 
change was in accordance with Vulgate usage 
at Ap. Ioh. 3,17. The word injfelix had the 
unwanted connotation of “unlucky”, which 
could have implied that the apostle was blaming 
his wretched state on external circumstances 
rather than on his sinful nature. Manetti made 
the same change as Erasmus. 

24 eripiet pùoeron (“liberabit” 1516 = Vg.). Eras- 
mus is more precise here, as the literal sense 
of púopar is “deliver” rather than “set free”. 
A similar substitution occurs at 2 Thess. 3,2; 
2 Tim. 4,17, 18, in accordance with Vulgate 
usage at 2 Cor. 1,10; Col. 1,13; 2 Tim. 3,11; 
2 Petr. 2,7, 9. However, Erasmus retains libero 
for this Greek verb at Mt. 6,13; 27,43; Le. 1,74; 
Rom. 15,31. At Rom. 11,26 and 1 Thess. 1,10, 
he even substitutes libero for eripio. 


24 ex ix (“de” Vg.). See on Job. 2,15. 


24 boc corpore morti obnoxio ToU Gapatos ToU 
8av&rou ToUTov ("corpore mortis huius" Vg.; 
"corpore mortis hoc" 1516). The Vulgate ren- 
dering takes the Greek words in their natural 
order, treating toUtou as belonging to 6avá- 
tov ("this death”), whereas Erasmus obtains a 
clearer sense by coupling tovtou with ocoparros 
(“this body"): see Annot. For obnoxius, see on 
Rom. 3,9. 

25 Gratias ago deo eüyapic Oo TH bed (“Gra- 
tia dei” Vg.). The Vulgate reflects a Greek text 
having ù x&pis ToU Got, as in cod. D. It is 
therefore surprising that Erasmus confidently 
asserts in Annot. that gratias ago deo is found 
“in emendatis Latinorum codicibus". He fur- 
ther cites the reading ydpis TH 9e, which: 
he drew from Valla Annot. and which is sup- 
ported by cod. B. Another variant is xápis 5e 
TÀ 055, found e.g. in Ne" Ce" (favoured by 
N?), Erasmus’ text follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816, and also N* A 
and most later mss. If eyyapic TO is genuine, 
this word could first have been accidentally 
shortened to xépis (as in cod. B), which other 
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XpicToU ToU kupíou fjpów. &pa otv 
autos ya tH pev vot 5ovAeuo von 
6:00, TH 56 capki vóuo duaptias. 


OU8Ev dpa viv kaTáxpiua Toig èv 

Xpioted ‘Inoot, ph kar& ocápka 
Tepitatovo, GAA KaT& mveŬpa. 
26 yàp vdyos ToU mveúpatoşs tis 
Gwiis èv Xpiotd ‘Inco AAeulépwoe 
pe dro ToU vopou Tfj; épapríoas 
Kal ToU O9av&rov. 416 yàp áóbo- 
vatov ToU vópou, tv à toGéver Bi 
tij; capKds, ó eds Tov &auToU viov 
Treas èv ópoxopeami capkós pap- 
Tias, kal Trepi &paprias karrékpive Thy 
époptíav év Tij copkí, ‘iva tò ĝi- 
Kaiwpa ToU vopou TAnpofj év fjuiv, 


8,4 nui B-E: upw A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Christum dominum nostrum. Itaque 
idem ego mente quidem seruio legi 
dei, carne vero legi peccati. 


Nulla igitur nunc est condemna- 

tio, his qui insiti sunt Christo 
lesu, qui non iuxta carnem versan- 
tur, sed iuxta spiritum. Nam lex, 
spiritus vitae per Christum lesum, 
liberum me reddidit a iure peccati et 
mortis. ?Etenim quod lex praestare 
non poterat, ea parte qua imbecillis 
erat per carnem, hoc deus proprio 
filio, misso sub specie carnis peccato 
obnoxiae, praestitit, ac de peccato con- 
demnauit peccatum per carnem, *vt 
iustificatio legis impleretur in nobis: 


8,1 est B-E: om. A | insiti sunt B-E: sunt in. A | versantur B-E: ambulant 4 | 2 per Christum 
lesum B-E: in Christo Iesu A | 3 ea parte qua B-E: in quo A | hoc B-E: om. A | sub 
specie B-E: in assimulatione A | peccato ... ac B-E; peccati, et A | per carnem B-E: in carne A 


scribes could in turn have expanded to f| x&pis 
or x&pis 5& However, since comparable argu- 
ments can be adduced in favour of each of 
these competing readings, the validity of any 
textual decision must ultimately depend upon 
the relative strength of the manuscript testimony 
in each case. This passage is further discussed 
in Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 996 D- 
997 A. The translation adopted by Erasmus 
had previously been proposed by Valla, Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 

25 Itaque dpa oóv (“Igitur” Vg.). See on Rom. 
5,18. Manetti put Ax ergo. 

25 idem ego antrtds tye ("ego ipse" Vg.). Erasmus 
does not elsewhere use this expression in the 
N.T. He retains ego ipse at Le. 24,39; Act. 10,26; 
Rom. 9,3, and ipse ego at 2 Cor. 10,1, while put- 
ting ipse ego for ego ipse at Rom. 15,14; 2 Cor. 
12,13. The Vulgate word-order corresponds with 
tye atrrdés in cod. D. 

25 mente quidem à) pv vot (“mente” Vg.). The 
Vulgate may reflect a text omitting pév, as in 
codd. N* F G. The version of Manetti made 
the same change as Erasmus. 


25 vero Sé (“autem” Vg.). See on lob. 1,26. 


8,1 Nulla... est condemnatio OG8€v ... Kocrékpipa 
("Nihil .. damnationis est” Vg; “Nulla .. 
condemnatio" 1516). Erasmus is closer to the 
grammatical form of the Greek expression. In 
classical usage, both condemnatio and damnatio 
refer to condemnation within a legal context. 
The present substitution of condemnatio was in 
accordance with the Vulgate rendering of katé- 
«piua at Rom. 5,16, 18, and helped to distinguish 
from Kpipa, for which Erasmus retains damnatio 
at Lc. 20,47; 23,40; Rom. 3,8; Ap. Iob. 17,1. At 
several other instances of kpiva, however, this 
distinction is ignored, through the substitution 
of condemnatio for damnatio at Lc. 24,20 (1519); 
1 Tim. 5,12, and for iudicium at three further 
passages in 1519 (see on Rom. 5,16). See also 
on Job. 3,19 and 2 Cor. 3,9. Lefèvre similarly 
had Nulla ... condemnatio est, while Manetti had 
Nulla ... damnatio. 


1 igitur &pa ("ergo" Vg.). See on Job. 6,62. The 
same change was made by Manetti. 


1 insiti sunt tv (“sunt in" 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus’ 
use of insero, “graft” or “implant”, is not ex- 
plicitly warranted by the Greek text, and borrows 
a theological concept from Rom. 11,17-24, where 
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insero is several times used to render &ykevrpilo. 
At the present passage, the preposition év can 
equally imply belonging to Christ, partaking of 
faith in him, or membership of his mystical 
body, the church, but does not define the pro- 
cess by which a person attains to any of these. 
Cf. 2 Cor. 5,17, si quis est in Christo, noua creatura 
est. Lefèvre omitted sunt and qui (2nd.), taking 
Tols êv Xpiote directly with the following 
participle, trepitrecroUow. Manetti retained sunt, 
but placed it after Jesu. 


1 qui... versantur wepitratovow ("qui ... am- 
bulant" 1516 = Vg). See on Job. 7,1. Manetti 
and Lefèvre both omitted gui, and Manetti 
further replaced ambulant by the more literal 
ambulantibus. 


1 iuxta (1st.) kat& (“secundum” Vg.). See on 
Act. 13,23. 


1 sed iuxta spiritum à&XAà Kod mveŭua (Vg. 
omits). The Vulgate follows a Greek text omitting 
these words, as in codd. N * A B D* F G and 
about twenty other mss., though some of this 
group also omit yh kaTà odpKa TreprrrocroOotv. 
Erasmus follows his codd. 2815 and 2817, in 
company with 1, 2105, 2816, and also N< 
D and about 570 later mss. (see Aland Die 
Paulinischen Briefe vol. 1, pp. 345-8, though this 
work incorrectly cites cod. 1 as omitting GAA& 
Kata mveŭpa). The question here is whether 
some scribes introduced these words from vs. 4, 
where the same phrase occurs, or whether an 
ancient scribe or editor decided to omit material 
which he deemed to be repetitious. Manetti 
and Lefévre both had sed secundum spiritum. 

2 Nam lex ó yàp vópoş ("Lex enim" Vg.). See 
on Job. 3,34. 

2 per Christum lesum tv Xpiot® “Inoot (“in 
Christo Iesu" 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 1,17. 

2 liberum me reddidit tj euOtpcoct pe ("liberauit 
me" Vg.). See on Job. 8,32. 

2 iure toU vóyou ("lege" Vg.). See on Rom. 7,3, 
and Annot., and also Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
LB IX, 997 A-B. In cod. 2815, kai is added after 
vópou, with little other ms. support. 


3 Etenim yao ("Nam" Vg.). See on Rom. 3,7. 
Manetti began the sentence with Quod enim. 


3 lex praestare non poterat, ... boc deus ... praestitit 
&Suvatov ToU vópou, ... Ó Geds ("impossibile 
erat legi, ... deus" late Vg; "lex praestare non 
poterat, ... deus" 1516). Erasmus provided an 
expanded rendering, to clarify the sense: see 
Annot. 
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3 ea parte qua tv. & (“in quo” 1516 = Vg.). 
Erasmus interprets the Greek phrase as meaning 
“to the extent that”. In Annot., he also renders 
by quatenus. Manetti put in qua. 

3 imbecillis erat }o8éver (“infirmabatur” Vg.) 
By using an adjective, Erasmus conveys the 
sense that the law “was weak” (or “was inef- 
fective”, as he explains in Arnot.) rather than 
"was being made weak”, Cf, the substitution 
of imbecillis for infirmus in rendering &oðevýs 
at 1 Cor. 1,27; 4,10; 11,30; and embecillior for 
infirmior in rendering &oQevéotepos at 1 Cor. 
12,22. See also on imbecillitas at 1 Cor. 1,25. 

3 proprio filio, misso tov tautoŬ vióv Trépwas 
(“filium suum mittens" Vg.). Greek aorist. For 
Erasmus' use of proprius, see on lob. 1,11. 
Manetti replaced mittens by cum misisset, while 
Lefèvre put misit. 

3 sub specie tv ópowoporri (“in similitudinem" 
Vg.; "in assimulatione" 1516). Elsewhere Eras- 
mus follows the Vulgate in using species to 
render eI6os at several passages: see also on Joh. 
1,32. He retains similitudo for all other N.T 
instances of dpoiwpo: at Rom. 1,23 (1519); 
5,14; 6,5; Phil. 2,7; Ap. Iob. 9,7. In the present 
instance, Erasmus wished to make clear that it 
was only an outward appearance ("falsam simi- 
litudinem”): see Annot., and see also on Rom. 
1,23. This substitution is further defended in 
Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 998 C-F. The 
rendering of Lefèvre Comm. was in similitudine. 


3 peccato obnoxiae &uaptias (“peccati” 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 3,9. In Annot., Erasmus de- 
scribes the Greek expression as a Hebraism. 


3 ac kai (“et” 1516 = Vg). See on Job. 1,25. 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti omitted the word. 


3 condemnauit xartéxpwe (“damnauit” Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at Mc. 10,33; Rom. 
14,23; 1 Cor. 11,32; Hebr. 11,7; 2 Petr. 2,6, in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at e.g. Mt. 12,41, 
42; 20,18; Mc. 14,64. These changes are compar- 
able with Erasmus' substitution of condemnatio 
for damnatio in rendering kxaróxpipa at Rom. 
8,1: see ad loc. He retains damno for katakpivw 
at Mt. 27,3. 


3 per carnem tv Tij capki (“in carne" 1516 
7 Vg). See on Rom. 1,17. In cod. 2815, 1íj 
was omitted, though found in nearly all other 
mss. 

4 tiv. The reading Uuiv in 1516, in conflict 
with Erasmus' Basle mss. and Latin rendering, 
was probably a misprint. 
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Tois yt) katà cápka Trepitratouoty, 
GAA KaTé& trvetpa. Fol yap kar 
céápka dvtes, TK | THs capkós ppo- 
voto oi 8€ karà mveŭua, TX ToU 
T'VEUDCCTOS. 

STS yàp opóvnua Tfj; capkós, 0á- 
vatos. TO SE ppóvnua ToU TrveUparos, 
Gov koi siprjvn. 75167: TÒ gpóvnua 
Tis capkós, Ex8pa eis 0sóv TH yap 
vóu% tol Geol ovy UÜroTáootron, 
ov yàp SuvoTa. Foi Bb èv oap- 
Ki 6vtes, 86 G&péoo oF SUvavTat. 
pels SE oùk otè èv capki, GAA’ èv 
Trveupati, mep mveŭua coU oik 
év Upiv. ei é tiş mveŭpa Xpioroŭ 
ouK Éyti, oUTos oÙùk ÉoTw aÙToŬ. 
Dei SE Xpiotds èv Upiv, TO uiv 
cópua vekpóv Sik cuaptiav, td 686 
TveUpa Jot) Sick Sixaioovvnv. Mei SE 


7 tw B-E: 10 A 


4 versamur B-E: ambulamus 4 | 


5 curant B-E: cogitant A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


qui non secundum carnem versamur, 
sed secundum spiritum. *Nam qui 
carnales sunt, quae | carnis sunt cu- 
rant at qui spirituales, quae spiritus 
sunt. 

Nam affectus carnis, mors est. 
Affectus vero spiritus, vita et pax. 
"Propterea quod affectus carnis, ini- 
micitia est aduersus deum: nam legi 
dei non subditur, siquidem ne potest 
quidem. *Qui vero in carne sunt, deo 
placere non possunt. ?*Vos autem non 
estis in carne, sed in spiritu: siquidem 
spiritus dei habitat in vobis. Quod si 
quis spiritum Christi non habet, hic 
non est eius. Porro si Christus in 
vobis est, corpus quidem mortuum est 
propter peccatum, spiritus autem vita 
est propter iustificationem. !! Quod si 


6 prius affectus B-E: 


prudentia/4 | est B-E: om. A | alt. affectus B-E: prudentia A | 7 affectus B-E: prudentia A | 
10 Porro B-E: Quod A | prius est B-E: om. A | tert. est B-E: om. A 


4 qui... versamur tois ... Tepitracrovoww (“qui 
.. ambulamus" 1516 - Vg.). See on Job. 7,1. 
Manetti and Lefèvre placed ambulamus after 
spiritum. 

5 Nam qui oi yáp ("Qui enim” Vg.). See on 
lob. 3,34. 

5 carnales xat& o&pka (“secundum carnem" 
Vg.) Erasmus' rendering is less literal, but 
clearer. 

5 curant ppovotow ("sapiunt" Vg.; "cogitant" 
1516). The sense of ppovéo here is "show a 
concern for" or "occupy one's mind with", 
whereas sapio tends to mean “taste” or “under- 
stand". A similar substitution occurs at Rom. 
14,6; Phil. 3,19; Col. 3,2. Erasmus retains sapio 
for gpovío at Mt. 16,23; Mc. 8,33. Where 
@povéw means “have an opinion or attitude”, 
he sometimes replaces sapio with sentio, as at 
Rom. 12,3, 16; 15,5; 1 Cor. 13,11; Gal. 5,10; Phil. 
3,15; 4,2 (1516 only), in accordance with Vul- 
gate usage at e.g. Act. 28,22; Phil. 1,7; 2,2. See 
Annot. and Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 


997 C-998 B, and see further on Rom. 11,20. 
The rendering of Lefèvre had sentiunt at the 
present passage, as was also proposed by Valla 
Annot. 


5 at qui ol 6€ ("qui vero” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 
Manetti put Qui autem. 

5 spirituales kote mveðpa (“secundum spiritum 
sunt” late Vg.). See on carnales, above. The late 
Vulgate addition of sunt does not have explicit 
Greek support, and was omitted by Ambrosi- 
aster, Manetti and Lefèvre. This verb was also 
omitted by Valla Aznot., in his citation of the 
Vulgate wording. 


5 quae spiritus sunt và TOU Trveüpocros (“quae 
sunt spiritus sentiunt" Vg.). In Annot., Eras- 
mus objects that the Vulgate use of sapiunt ... 
sentiunt is a needless variation of vocabulary, 
seeing that there was only one Greek verb, 
opovoüUciv. Manetti put ea quae sunt spiritus, as 
rendered by Valla Annot, even more literally, 
Lefèvre put just quae spiritus (all three omitting 
sentiunt). 
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6 affectus (twice) Tò ... epóvnpa (“pruden- 
tia” 1516 = Vg). A comparable substitution 
of affectus for sapientia occurs in rendering the 
same Greek expression in vs. 7, and conveys 
the sense of emotional attachment and mental 
preoccupation. See on qpovéc in vs. 5, and 
Annot. on vs. 7, together with Resp. ad collat. 
iuv. geront., LB IX, 997 C-998 B. Elsewhere 
Erasmus reserves prudentia for ppovnois at 
Lc. 1,17; Eph. 1,8, and for oWveots at Col. 1,9. 


6 mors est Odvactos (“mors” 1516 = some Vg. 
mss., with Vg), Erasmus’ 1516 rendering is 
more literal, and follows that of Lefévre. 


6 vero SÉ (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. This 
change was also made by Lefévre. 


7 Propterea quod 81671 ("Quoniam" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,19. Manetti had Idcirco, and Lefèvre 
Ideo. 

7 affectus tò ppdvnua ("sapientia" Vg.; “pruden- 
tia" 1516). See on vs. 6, and Annot. The substi- 
tution of prudentia in 1516 was earlier proposed 
by Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre, to produce 
consistency with the previous verse. 

7 inimicitia &8pa ("inimica" late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.) In Annot., Erasmus objects 
that the Greek word cannot be understood as 
an adjective (Ex0pó), as this would not be in 
agreement with the neuter singular noun, qpó- 
vnua. Accordingly, he regarded inimicitia as the 
original Vulgate reading, altered by later scribes. 
He placed inimica among the Loca Manifeste 
Deprauata. See also Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
LB IX, 998 F-999 A. 


7 aduersus deum sis Oedv (“deo” late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). Erasmus' rendering is closer to 
the sense of the Greek. See Annot. Some mss. 
of the earlier Vulgate had i» deum. 

7 nam legi te yàp vóuc ("legi enim" Vg.). See 
on Job. 3,34. 

7 subditur Gtotéoceta (“est subiecta" late 
Vg. and some Vg. mss.). Similar substitutions 
of subdo or subditus occur at Rom. 10,3; Eph. 
5,21, 24; 1 Petr. 2,13; 3,5, in accordance with 
Vulgate usage at Lc. 2,51; Rom. 13,1, 5, and 
several other passages. Elsewhere Erasmus some- 
times retains subiicio, usually in contexts where 
the degree of control is absolute, rather than 
just subordination to authority. However, at 
1 Petr. 5,5, for the sake of variety, he uses both 
subditus and subiicio within the same context. At 
vs. 20, below, he tried subiacet. Manetti put sab 
icitur, as in some mss. of the earlier Vulgate. 
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7 siquidem ne potest quidem oùt yap Suvatai 
(“nec enim potest” Vg.). For siquidem, see on 
loh. 4,47. The repetitious use of siquidem and 
quidem here might be thought to detract from 
the elegance of style at which Erasmus aimed. 
Manetti and Lefèvre put neque enim potest (though 
Lefèvre Comm., less correctly, had meque autem 
potest). 

8 vero 5é (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. Am- 


brosiaster and Manetti had enim. 


9 non estis in carne oux tote Ev capki (“in carne 
non estis" Vg.). Erasmus' rendering, identical 
with that of Ambrosiaster, follows the Greek 
word-order more closely. 


9 siquidem cimep (“si tamen" Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs in vs. 17, and also at 2 Thess. 
1,6; 1 Petr. 2,3. In Annot., Erasmus expresses 
his feeling that the Vulgate rendering intro- 
duced an unwanted doubt as to whether the 
Spirit of God might or might not dwell in the 
believer. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change. 

9 Quod si quis €i BE is (“Si quis autem” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 2,25. 

10 Porro si et 5€ ("Si autem” Vg.; "Quod si" 
1516). See on Job. 8,16. 


10 in vobis est tv Oyiv (“in vobis" 1516). 
Erasmus’ 1516 rendering is more literal. 


10 81d. In codd. 2105, 2816, 2817 and many 
other mss., this word is elided as 81’. 


10 &papríav. Cod. 2815 had thy épapríav, 
with little other ms. support. 


10 autem 6€ (“vero” Vg.). In this instance, Eras- 
mus considered that the Greek particle had a 
more strongly adversative sense, contrasting 
corpus and spiritus. Another substitution. of 
autem, to balance an earlier quidem, occurs at 
1 Cor. 7,7. However, Erasmus retains quidem ... 
vero at e.g. Rom. 9,21. Manetti made the same 
change. 


10 vita est Tor ("viuit" late Vg; "vita" 1516 
= Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate corresponds with 
Gf in codd. F G. See Annot. The wording of 
Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot. and Lefèvre was the 
same as that of Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


10 Sixaloovvnv. In Annot., Erasmus inserts 
Tüv before Sixaioovvny, probably through 
looseness of citation rather than reflecting any 
specific ms. support. All his mss. at Basle omit 
THV. 
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TÒ TveUpa ToU éyelpavTos 'inooUv èk 
vekpOw oike èv wpiv, 6 étyelpas tov 
XpicTóv èk vexpddv Cwortroitoe Kal 
Tà Ovnt& copara wpdv, bid TÒ 
évoikotv aUToU TrveUpa èv piv. 

2Apa  oUv, &Seàpoi, deirdétou 
éopev oU Ti) capki, ToU KaT& cápka 
Gv Bel yàp Kara oópka Gite, 
wéAAete åàmoðvhokeiv. ef SE TrveUpomi 
Tas ted€eis To coparos ava- 
totte, Çhoeoðe. “édcor yàp Tmvev- 
parti 8:00 äyovrar, ottol eloiv viol 
o0. Bot yàp tAópere TveUpa 
SouAcias méňv eis pdBov, GAA’ tAd- 
Bete mveŭpa uiobecias, àv dà Kpd{o- 
uev, Ap|p& ó tratip. atrd TO 
TrveUWX  cuppaprupe TH TrvevuaTI 
fiuóv, OT1 &optv Tékva Oeov. Yel 
Se Tékva, Kai kKAnpovóuoi KAnNpo- 
vóuoi pev Beot, ovuyKAnpovdéyuo: 686 
XpicToU, eitrep ouutrcoyouev iva Kai 
ouvbo0Eaobdpev. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


spiritus eius qui excitauit lesum a mor- 
tuis, habitat in vobis: is qui excitauit 
Christum ex mortuis, viuificabit et 
mortalia corpora vestra, propter ipsius 
spiritum inhabitantem in vobis. 

P Proinde fratres, debitores sumus, 
non carni, vt secundum carnem vi- 
uamus: nam si secundum carnem 
vixeritis, moriemini, Quod si spi- 
ritu facta corporis mortificetis, viue- 
tis. ^Etenim quicunque spiritu dei 
ducuntur, hi sunt filii dei. Non 
enim accepistis spiritum seruitutis ite- 
rum ad timorem, sed accepistis spiri- 
tum adoptionis: per quem clamamus, 
Abj|ba, pater. “Idem spiritus testatur 
vna cum spiritu nostro, quod simus 
filii dei. "Quod si filii, igitur et hae- 
redes. Haeredes quidem dei, cohaere- 
des autem Christi: siquidem simul 
cum eo patimur, vt et vna cum illo 
glorificemur. 


14 coat ACE: oci B | 16 cuupaprupa B-E: cvupaprupoi A | 17 alt. kAnpovoyoi A C-E: 


KXAnpopouo: B 


11 is B-E: om. A | 


ipsius spiritum inhabitantem B-E: inhabitantem ipsius spiritum 4 | 


13 mortificetis B-E: mortificatis A | 15 per quem B-E: in quod | 16 testatur B-E: testimonium 


perhibet 4 


11 excitauit (twice) tyslpavtos 

("suscitauit" Vg.). See on Act. 17,31. 
11 i: qui & ("qui" 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus intro- 
duces another pronoun, which serves to indicate 
more clearly that this clause is the beginning 
of the apodosis, rather than a repetitive sup- 
plement to the earlier conditional clause. 


tyeipas 


11 Christum tov Xpiotév ("Iesum Christum" 
Vg.). The Vulgate rendering corresponds with 
"IncoUv Xpiotév in cod. C and eight later mss. 
(some of which place the words after & vexpów). 
Others have Xpiotév "IncoUv, as in codd. 
N* A D* and twelve later mss., placed either 
before or after &« vexpdov. Some have just 
Xptotov, as in codd. B D F G and eleven 
later mss. Erasmus’ text follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, with 
N * and about 500 later mss. (see Aland Die 


Paulinischen Briefe vol. 1, pp. 348-52). Manetti 
and Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus. 


11 ex mortuis tx vexodv (“a mortuis" Vg.). See 
on Iob. 2,22. 


11 ipsius spiritum inbabitantem + tvowoüv 
ovroÜ TrveUpa ("inhabitantem spiritum eius" 
Vg; "inhabitantem ipsius spiritum" 1516). For 
the sake of good Latin style, Erasmus found it 
necessary to change the word-order: see Annot. 
His use of ipsius refers back to the implied main 
subject, the Spirit of God, rather than the Spirit 
of Christ. In 1519 Annot., he further records 
an alternative reading, ToU £voikoÜvros atrrot 
TveUparros, exhibited by codd. N A C and 
ninety-five later mss. (not including cod. 3, 
which joins three other mss. in putting TÒ 
tvoikoUv. èv avTd& TveUpo). The reading of 
cod. 2816" is Tò &voikoÜvros at ToU TrveUpa. 
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Erasmus' printed text follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816) and about 450 
other mss, commencing with B D F G (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 1, pp. 352-5). 
Lefèvre (text, not Comm.) put inhabitantem eius 
spiritum. 

12 Proinde "Apa ot (“Ergo” Vg.) See on 
Act. 11,17. Manetti had An ergo. 


13 nam si el yóp (“Si enim" Vg). See on 
Iob. 3,34. 

13 Quod si el 5t (“Si autem" Vg.). See on Rom. 
2,25. Lefèvre (text, not Comm.) put Sin autem. 
13 corporis ToU. cœparos (“carnis” Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects the substitution of Tfjs capkós, 
as in codd. D F G and a few later mss. The 
version of Lefévre made the same change as 
Erasmus. 


13 mortificetis GavorroUTe (“mortificaueritis” late 
Vg.; “mortificatis” 1516 = some Vg. mss.). The 
use of the future perfect tense by the late 
Vulgate, which was retained by Manetti and 
Lefévre, was more consistent with the use of 
vixeritis earlier in the sentence. However, the 
verb mortifico does not occur in classical usage. 
In vs. 36 (1519), below, Erasmus substitutes 
morti trado. 


14 Etenim quicunque S001 yap ("Quicunque 
enim" Vg.). See on Rom. 3,7. 


14 ducuntur &yovta (“aguntur” Vg. This 
change, signifying that such people are "led" 
rather than "driven" by the Spirit, was in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at e.g. Mt. 10,18; 
Me. 11,7; 13,11. Erasmus retains ago for &yw 
at Le. 4,1; Act. 19,38. 


15 ad timorem els qóov (“in timore" Vg). 
Erasmus is more accurate here: see Annot. 


15 adoptionis vloOcoías ("adoptionis filiorum 
dei" late Vg.). A similar alteration occurs in 
vs. 23, and adoptio is further substituted for 
adoptio filiorum at Rom. 9,4. At Gal. 4,5 (1519), 
Erasmus uses adoptione ius filiorum, and at Epb. 
1,5 (1519) adopto in filios. See Annot., and Resp. 
ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 999 A-C, arguing 
that the addition of filiorum involved several 
unhelpful ambiguities. The late Vulgate insertion 
of dei, both here and in vs. 23, is not warranted 
by the Greek mss. The present passage is accor- 
dingly assigned to the Quae Sint Addita. Erasmus’ 
rendering follows that of Lefévre. The earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Manetti had adopti- 
onis filiorum, omitting dei. 
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15 per quem tv & ("in quo" 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,17. 

16 Idem atrté ("Ipse enim" late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate addition of enim has negligible Greek 
ms. support. By using idem, Erasmus makes it 
appear that the following reference to spiritus 
is linked with spiritus adoptionis in vs. 15. This 
is a questionable change, as ipse would be more 
clearly understood as referring to the Holy 
Spirit. 

16 testatur vna cum oupuoprupei ("testimonium 
reddit" Vg.; "testimonium perhibet vna cum" 
1516). See on Iob. 1,7 regarding testor, and also 
on Rom. 2,15. Erasmus’ insertion of vna cum 
conveys the added force of the Greek prefix 
cup-. In Annot., he gives contestatur as a literal 
rendering. See also Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 
LB IX, 999 D-E. At Ap. Iob. 22,18, he retains 
contestor for the same Greek verb. The version 
of Manetti had contestificatur. 

16 spiritu nostro 1&5 mvevpatı fjpóv ("spiritui 
nostro" Vg.) Erasmus provides a more satis- 
factory rendering, taking the Greek wording 
as equivalent to a prepositional phrase with 
oup-, and not as an indirect object. 


16 simus topév ("sumus" Vg.). See on Job. 1,26 
for Erasmus' use of the subjunctive after quod. 


17 Quod si ei Sé ("Si autem" Vg). See on 
Rom. 2,25. 


17 igitur et xai ("et^ Vg.). Here, Erasmus under- 
stands kai as expressing a logical consequence, 
and not just as a conjunction. 


17 siquidem eittep ("si tamen" Vg.). See on vs. 9. 
In Annot., Erasmus explains that the Greek 
word, in the present context, does not signify 
any doubt as to whether or not the statement 
is true. See also Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
LB IX, 999 E-F. Both Manetti and Lefévre 
Comm. proposed the same change. 


17 simul cum eo patimur ouumáoyopev (“com- 
patimur" Vg.). For other additions of simul, see 
on Rom. 2,15. As indicated in Annot., the sense 
required is that of participation in, or imitation 
of, the sufferings of Christ, rather than just 
emotional sympathy. Erasmus similarly substi- 
tutes simul patior at 1 Cor. 12,26 (1522). He also, 
in 1519, removed compatior at three passages of 
Hebrews, recognising that this verb does not 
occur in classical literature. Lefèvre put simul 
patimur at the present passage. 


17 vna cum illo glorificemur ouvBoFao8Gpev 
("conglorificemur" Vg.). Again Erasmus removes 
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9 AoyiZouan yàp Sti ook fia Tà 
mapata ToU viv KaipoU, mpds Thy 
MéAAoucav BdEav éAmokoAugOfjvoi eis 
fiu&s. 4 yap é&rokapaobokía tis KTi- 
EWS, Tijv &rokáAuyiv. Ttdav viov tot 
0:00 åmekõéyerar. P Tij yàp parroiórn- 
TI Tj kríois UTreTayn, oÙ% Exotica, GANG 
Sià Tov Umrrorá£avra én’ Amisi. 2! 671 
Kai auth Å kríois £AeuOepox8r]oeraa &rró 
Tis SovAelas Tfj; pbopds, eis Thv EAeu- 
Bepiay fj; B6Ens ré Téxveov ToU Geol. 
2 ofSapev yàp 671 Tr&ca Å kríois oucre- 
váče: xai cuvediver &ypi tol vive S oU 
uóvov 8é, AAG Kal attol Ti &map- 
Xnv ToU Trvevpatos Eyovtes, Kai fjueis 
aUTol èv gaxutois oTtvá|Zouev, viobe- 
cíav d&trexSexouevoi, Thy &rroAUTpociv 
TOU copgaos Tf)uóv. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


%Nam reputo, non esse pares 
afflictiones praesentis temporis ad 
gloriam, quae reuelabitur erga nos. 
Etenim solicita creaturae expecta- 
tio expectat vt palam fiant filii dei. 
?Ouippe vanitati creatura subiacet: 
non volens, sed propter eum qui 
subiecit illam sub spe. ?'Quoniam 
et ipsa creatura liberabitur a seruitute 
corruptionis, in libertatem gloriae fi- 
liorum dei. Scimus enim quod 
omnis creatura congemiscit, simul- 
que nobiscum parturit vsque ad hoc 
tempus: non solum autem illa, 
sed et ipsi qui primitias spiritus ha- 
bemus: et nos ipsi in nobis ipsis 
gemi|mus, adoptionem expectantes, 
redemptionem corporis nostri. 


20 urerayn A-C E: utretaye: D | 21 &eu6epoo8noerai A B D E: eAevOspoOnoeroi C 


18 erga B-E:in.A | 19 solicita B-E: sollicita Æ | expectat ... dei B-E: reuelationem filiorum dei 
expectat// | 20 sub B-E:in.4 | 23 habemus B-E: habent A 


a verb which does not occur in classical Latin 
usage. See also Annot. In Manetti's rendering, 
et conglorificemur was replaced by simul et glori- 
ficemur, while Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre had et 
simul glorificemur. 

18 Nam reputo Noyifoun yap (“Existimo 
enim" Vg.). See on Act, 19,27; Rom. 2,3, re- 
garding reputo, and on Job. 3,34 for nam. In 
Annot., Erasmus makes a detailed distinction 
between AoyiZouci, as expressing certainty, 
and existimo, as merely holding an opinion. 
This topic is also covered in Resp. ad collat. 
inv. geront., LB IX, 999 F-1000 B. 


18 non esse pares 611 ovK &&ia ("quod non sunt 
condignae” Vg.). See on Job. 1,34, for Erasmus 
occasional preference for the accusative and 
infinitive construction. He probably regarded 
condignus as unsuited to the context, which 
required a phrase meaning "not to be compared 
with” rather than “unworthy” or “unfitting”. 
Cf. the substitution of par for dignum (&Etov) 
at 2 Thess. 1,3. 

18 afflictiones Tà vro&uora (“passiones” Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at 2 Cor. 1,5-7; 


Phil. 3,10; Col. 1,24; 2 Tim. 3,11; Hebr. 2,10; 
10,32; 1 Petr. 1,11; 4,13; 5,1, 9. For Erasmus’ 
avoidance of passio, see on Rom. 1,26. 


18 praesentis ToO. viv (“huius” Vg.). Erasmus 
is more accurate here. See on Rom. 3,26. This 
alteration was anticipated by Manetti. 


18 quae reuelabitur tiv péAAOUCAV ... àmo- 
Kañupôñvar ("futuram .. quae reuelabitur" 
Vg.) Erasmus considered the word futuram, 
in the Vulgate rendering, to be redundant, as 
the meaning of p£AAoucav was sufficiently 
expressed by the future tense of the following 
verb. C£. Annot. 


18 erga nos els Ads ("in nobis" Vg; “in nos” 
1516). Erasmus renders the preposition more 
accurately. See Annot., and Resp. ad collat. inv. 
geront., LB IX, 1000 B. 


19 Etenim yáp ("Nam" Vg.). See on Rom. 3,7. 
Manetti began the sentence with Expectatio 
enim. 


19 solicita creaturae expectatio. &moKxapadoxia 
Tfis Kríoecos ("expectatio creaturae" Vg.). As in- 
dicated in Annot., Erasmus wanted to convey 
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the sense of &rokapabokía more emphatically. 
See also Resp. ad collat. inv. geront, LB IX, 
1000 C. In rendering the same Greek word at 
Phil. 1,20, expectatio is left unmodified. 


19 expectat vt palam fiant filii dei thv &rrokóAv- 
yiv TÕv viðv ToU oÙ &rrekSeyerou ("reuela- 
tionem filiorum dei expectat” 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,18 for Erasmus’ use of palam fit to 


render &roxoAUmerat, He alters the literal 
Vulgate rendering for the sake of clarity, avoiding 
the possibility that filiorum might be misunder- 
stood as a subjective genitive. 


20 Quippe vanitati fj yop uorroaórmym ("Vani- 
tati enim" Vg.). The substitution of quippe is in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at Mt. 5,18; 
17,20; Lc. 6,38; Iob. 7,4. At the present passage, 
it is introduced to avoid the repetition of nam, 
enim, or etenim, which had all been used in the 
preceding verses. See also on Job. 3,34. 


20 subiacet Stretéyn ("subiecta est” Vg.). The 
Vulgate appears more accurate here, and more 
consistent, in view of the use of subiicio for the 
same Greek verb later in the sentence. See also 
on vs. 7 (subditur). 


20 qui subiecit illam tov 5morót&avra (“qui 
subiecit eam" late Vg.). Erasmus, in agreement 
with Ambrosiaster, uses a pronoun which con- 
trasts with the preceding eum. He comments on 
the late Vulgate addition of eam, both in Annot. 
and in the Vbi Interpres Ausus Sit Aliquid Immu- 
tare. Lefèvre Comm. omitted eam, in company 
with the earlier Vulgate. 


20 sub spe Ev EXmríbi (“in spe” 1516 = late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss). Erasmus connects this 
phrase more closely with the verb subiecit: 
cf. Annot. 


21 Quoniam ÖT: ("quia" Vg.). The use of quoniam 
prevented the clause from being misunderstood 
as defining what was hoped for, rather than the 
cause of hope. Elsewhere in the Epistles, Erasmus 
often prefers quoniam to quía, to avoid this 
kind of ambiguity. See also on Rom. 5,5. His 
wording was once more the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster. Manetti put quod. 


22 congemiscit ovotevdter (“ingemiscit” Vg.). 
Erasmus seeks a more precise rendering of 
the Greek verb. His choice of congemisco, 
however, was not drawn from classical Latin 
usage. In Annot., he cites congemiscit from 
Jerome’s commentary on Js. 24,21-3 (CCSL 73, 
p. 324). See also Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
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LB IX, 1000 C-D. The same rendering was also 
proposed by Lefévre Comm. 


22 simulque nobiscum parturit Koi ouvedive 
("et parturit" Vg.). Again Erasmus wishes to 
convey the sense of the Greek prefix ouv-: see 
on Rom. 2,15. See also Annot., where he also 
suggests comparturit, which had been adopted 
by Lefèvre Comm. 


22 usque ad boc tempus &ypi oU. viv ("vsque 
adhuc" Vg.). See on Tok. 2,10. Manetti had vsque 
ad presens. 

23 ipsi (1st.) o*ro (“nos ipsi" Vg.). The Vulgate 
rendering corresponds with eis aùtoi in 
codd. D F G. The change made by Erasmus was 
anticipated by Manetti and Lefévre Comm. 


23 qui... babemus tyovtes ("habentes" Vg.; “qui 
... habent" 1516). Erasmus alters the construction 
to avoid a succession of present participles, in 
view of the following expectantes. The verb 
babemus, which he used in 1519, was also to be 
found in Ambrosiaster. Lefèvre (text, not Comm.) 
mistakenly omitted primitias spiritus habentes, et 
ipsi. 

23 et nos ipsi xod peïs aùTol ("et ipsi" Vg.). 
The Vulgate reflects a Greek text omitting f|ueis 
at this point, as in cod. B and thirteen later 
mss. (while codd. D F G have just oro, 
omitting Kal fjpeis). Seventeen other mss., com- 
mencing with P“ N A C, have fipeis koi aù- 
toi. In cod. 1 and fourteen others, it is just 
xai "jueis. Erasmus’ text follows his codd. 2815 
and 2817, together with 2105, 2816 and about 
530 other late mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen 
Briefe vol. 1, pp. 355-7). Manetti made the same 
change as Erasmus, while Lefévre Comm. put 
nos inquam ipsi. 

23 in nobis ipsis tv éaxutois (“intra nos" Vg.). 
Erasmus renders the reflexive pronoun more 
emphatically: see Annot. The rendering of Am- 
brosiaster and Manetti had intra nosmet ipsos, 
and Lefévre intra nos ipsos. 


23 gemimus oTevá%opev. In 1516 Annot., Eras- 
mus cites the text as cuo eváZopev (rendered 
by congemiscimus), with support from cod. D* 
and a few later mss., but not from any of his 
mss. at Basle. Cf. on vs. 22 (congemiscit). Ambro- 
siaster (1492) and Manetti put ingemiscimus. 


23 adoptionem viobeciav (adoptionem filiorum 
dei” late Vg.). See on vs. 15, and Annot. Here, 
Erasmus has the same rendering as Lefévre, 
while Manetti had adoptionem filiorum as in the 
earlier Vulgate. 
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ATA yàp Aridi éowOnpuev. éArris 
66 pAemouévn, oùk ~orw Amis. 6 


yàp PAémea tis, Th Kal éArriZer; el 
5 ö ot PAétopev èAmičopev, Sr 
Urropoviis drexBeyoueda. % drav- 


tos È Kal tO TvsÜga ouvavTIAap- 
Bd&vetor Toig  &o8evelong dv. TÒ 
yap TÍ  Tpoceutóus0a Kaðò Sei, 
otk olSapuev, GAA’ aÙTÒ TÒ TrveUpa 
Utrepevtuyxdaver Ümip fipów, oTtevay- 
pois Aatos. 76 è èpeuvæv 
Tas Kapdias, ole ti TÒ ppóvnua 
TOU mvevaTtos, ÖTI KaT& Oedv èv- 
Tuyxóvsi Umip é&yíov. *oiSapev St 
oti Toig à&yamðoı tov Otóv máv- 
Ta ouvepye eis à&yaðóv, Toig xor 
mpóðeoiv kAnrois oOow. 76m ods 
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^ Siquidem spe seruati sumus. Por- 
ro spes si videatur, non est spes. Quod 
enim quis cernit, cur idem speret? ” Si 
vero quod non videmus, speramus, id 
per patientiam expectamus. % Con- 
similiter autem et spiritus auxiliatur 
infirmitatibus nostris. Siquidem hoc 
ipsum quid oraturi simus, vt oportet, 
non nouimus: verum ipse spiritus in- 
tercedit pro nobis, gemitibus inenarra- 
bilibus. 7At ille qui scrutatur corda, 
nouit quis sit sensus spiritus: quoniam 
secundum deum intercedit pro sanctis. 
23 Scimus autem quod his qui diligunt 
deum, omnia simul adiumento sunt in 
bonum, nimirum his qui iuxta propo- 
situm vocati sunt. Quoniam quos 


24 Quod .. speret B-E: Etenim quod vidit aliquis, vt quid etiam sperat A | 25 id B-E: om. A | 
27 intercedit B-E: inrercedit A | 28 nimirum B-E: om. A 


24 Siquidem spe Tij yap Enid: ("Spe enim" 
Vg.). See on Job. 4,47. 


24 seruati sumus tomOnuev (“salui facti sumus" 
Vg.). See on Joh. 3,17. Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefèvre had saluati sumus. 


24 Porro spes Exrris Sé ("Spes autem" Vg.). See 
on Tob. 8,16. 


24 si videatur BAerroyévr) ("quae videtur" Vg.). 
Both renderings are legitimate. 


24 Quod enim 6 yáp ("Nam quod" Vg.; "Etenim 
quod” 1516). See on Zoh. 3,34, and also on Rom. 
3,7. Manetti and Lefévre made the same change 
as in Erasmus’ 1519 edition. 

24 quis cernit BA&vrei Tis ("videt quis” Vg.; “vi- 
dit aliquis” 1516). A similar substitution of 
cerno occurs at Mt. 12,22; Mc. 8,18; 1 Cor. 13,12; 
Hebr. 2,9. At the present passage, the change 
is mainly for the sake of stylistic variety. 


24 cur idem speret ti xad Exi (“quid sperat" 
Vg.; “vt quid etiam sperat" 1516). The Vulgate 
reflects a Greek text omitting kai, as in codd. 
Be" D F G and a few later mss. In 396 B*, ti 
Kai is omitted. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, accompanied by N ©" A C and most later 
mss., including 1 and 2816 (in cod. 2105, it is 
TÍ kal ToUvo Artiče). See Annot., where he 
argues in favour of kai, as it helped to express 


the pointlessness of continuing to hope for 
something which was already within sight. For 
cur, see on Iob. 1,25. Lefèvre had quid et sperat. 


25 Si vero el &é ("Si autem" Vg). See on 
lob. 1,26. 


25 id (omitted in 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus adds 
a pronoun, answering to the earlier quod, and 
marking a clearer start to the apodosis in this 
conditional statement. 

26 Consimiliter doattos "Similiter" Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at 1 Tim. 2,9; 5,25; 
Tit. 2,6. See Annot. Sometimes Erasmus replaces 
similiter with itidem. The word consimiliter is rare 
in classical usage. Manetti put Eodem ... modo. 


26 et xai (Vg. 1527 omits). The lemma of 
Annot. includes et, along with most mss. and 
editions of the Vulgate. The omission in the 
1527 Vulgate column, following the Froben 
edition of 1514, is supported by just a few of 
the later Greek mss. Both Manetti and Lefévre 
had et. 


26 auxiliatur ouvavriAappéveron. (“adiuuat” 
Vg.). Erasmus felt that axxilior was more suitable, 
in the sense of coming to the assistance of 
someone who was in trouble or difficulty. See 
Annot. The version of Manetti put coadiuuat, 
which was more literal but lacked classical 
precedent. 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS  À8,24-29 


26 infirmitatibus nostris tois &cOevelots udo 
("infirmitatem nostram" Vg.). The Vulgate fol- 
lows a Greek text replacing roig &o8evelous by 
ti å&oðeveig (or &o8evía), as in codd. N A B 
C D* and about twenty-five later mss. Erasmus 
followed codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 
1, 2105, 2816 and about 550 other late mss. (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 1, pp. 359-61). 
See Annot., and Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
LB IX, 1000 D-E. Both Manetti and Lefèvre 


had infirmitates nostras. 


26 Siquidem y&p ("Nam" Vg.). See on Job. 4,47. 
Manetti had Quid enim for Nam quid. 

26 boc ipsum quid TS ... th (“quid” Vg). In 
Annot., Erasmus objects that the Vulgate has 
not provided a rendering for Tó. 

26 oraturi simus mpooctuGópus0a ("oremus" Vg.). 
The Vulgate could reflect a text having mpoo- 
tu&coue8a, as in codd. X A B C and a few later 
mss. Cf. Annot. The version of Manetti put 
oramus. 


26 vt Kad (“sicut” Vg). Erasmus uses sicut 
oportet for cos Sei at Eph. 6,20; Col. 4,4. In using 
vt here, he has the same rendering as Lefèvre. 
Manetti had secundum quod. 


26 non nouimus ouk ofSapev ("nescimus" Vg.). 
See on Joh. 1,33; Rom. 14,14. 


26 verum &AN’ ("sed" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 
Codd. 1 and 2815 had &àAó, as in N$ DFG. 


26 intercedit UTepevtuyycver ("postulat" Vg.). 
Erasmus is more precise here. As he makes the 
same change in rendering &vruyyávo in vs. 27, 
his translation does not clarify the distinction 
of meaning between the two Greek words, 
though he comments further on this aspect in 
Annot. In rendering tvrvyydvoo in vs. 34, he 
uses intercedo to replace interpello. However, he 
retains interpello at Act. 25,24; Rom. 11,2; Hebr. 
7,25. In Annot. (partly following Valla Annot. 
on vs. 34), he complains of the Vulgate's incon- 
sistent treatment of these verbs. Manetti tried 
super assistit. 

27 At ille qui ô Sé ("Qui autem" Vg.). See on 
Tob. 1,26 regarding at. As elsewhere, Erasmus 
provides a more emphatic rendering for the 
Greek article. 


27 nouit ol8e (“scit” Vg.). See on Iob. 1,33; Rom. 
14,14. Erasmus retains scimus in the following 
verse, Valla Annot. proposed the same change. 

27 quis sit sensus ti TÒ opóvnpa ("quid desideret" 
Vg.). Erasmus attempts a more exact rendering 
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of qpóvnua, as expressing an “attitude of 
mind". This resembles a suggestion of Valla 
Annot., who offered qui sensus. See further on 
9povéo and gpóvnua in vss. 5-6, above, and 
see also Annot. In Resp. ad collat. inv. geront. 
(LB IX, 1000 E-F), and also in 1535 Annot., 
Erasmus defends himself against the objection 
that sensus was theologically inappropriate. Ma- 
netti had quae sit prudentia, and Lefèvre quae 
baec prudentia. 

27 quoniam &t1 ("quia" Vg.). Erasmus wishes 
to ensure that this conjunction is understood 
in a causal sense. Cf. on vs. 21. Manetti antici- 
pated this change. 


27 intercedit ivruyyavei (“postulat” Vg.). See 
on vs. 26. Manetti put assistit. 


28 quod 6i (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Ioh. 1,20. 
Manetti made the same change. 

28 bis qui diligunt vois &yan&oı "diligentibus" 
Vg.). Erasmus avoids using the present participle 
as a noun, and provides a more symmetrical 
construction, in view of the use of bis qui later 
in the sentence. 


28 simul adiumento sunt ouvepyei (“cooperan- 
tur^ Vg.). For other additions of simul, see on 
Rom. 2,15. This change may be compared with 
the substitution of adrumento sum for cooperor 
at lac. 2,22. The verb cooperor did not occur in 
classical authors. Other instances of Erasmus’ 
idiomatic use of the predicative dative occur 
e.g. at Iud. 3 (adiumento sum); 1 Cor. 11,14-15 
(probro sum and gloriae sum); 1 Thess. 1,7 (exemplo 
sum), and see further on 1 Cor. 8,9 for the use 
of offendiculo sum. At 1 Cor. 16,16, Erasmus 
replaces cooperor with adiuuo, in accordance 
with Vulgate usage at 2 Cor. 6,1. He retains 
cooperor at Mc. 16,20. See also Annot. and Valla 
Annot., on the ambiguity of the Greek verb. 
Lefévre put cooperatur, referring to God. 

28 nimirum his qui tois ("his qui” 1516 = Vg). 
See on Job. 13,23. Lefèvre had just qui. 

28 iuxta «orá (“secundum” Vg.) See on 
Act. 13,23. 


28 vocati sunt KAntois oUciv ("vocati sunt 
sancti" Vg.). The Vulgate addition of sancti is 
unsupported by Greek mss. Cf. vocatis sanctis 
at Rom. 1,7; 1 Cor. 1,2, from which the word 
may have been interpolated. See Annot. The 
same point was raised by Valla Annot., and 
sancti was likewise omitted by Lefévre. 


29 Quoniam &m ("Nam" Vg). By contrast, 
Erasmus has mam for 611 at fourteen other 
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Tpoéyvo, Kal  Tpoopice Sup- 
udppous tis  sikóvog ToU  vioU 


autot, eis Tò elvari aùtòv TpoTó- 
ToKov èv moois d&SeAqois. 

*O0c 8 Tpowpice,  ToUTOus 
Kol é&kdAece’ Kal  oU0g — exckAoe, 
ToUTous Kal &ikaiwoevy ots 58 
éSikaiwoe, toutous Kal éd€aoce. 

STi otv époOuev mpds Tavita; 
el ó eds únmèp dv, Tis | 
kað? fiuàv; 26> ye ToU iiou 
viol otx épeioato, AA Umip 
pov mévtov mapéðwkevy avtov, 
mwas  oUy| Kal ow att Td 
TÓvra wiv § yapiceta; 

3 Tis éyKaAéoel KATE èk- 
Askrõv  ĝðesoŭ;  Ocóg ó SiKaiddyv. 
94 ris 6 KaTaKpiveov; Xpio'Tós 
6  é&mo0avov,  p&AAov 856 ~~ kal 


29 praesciuerat B-E: praesciuit A | 


praefiniuit B-E: praedefiniuit 4 | 33 
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praesciuerat, eosdem et praefiniuit, 
conformes imaginis filii sui, vt 
ipse sit primogenitus inter multos 
fratres. 

Porro quos praedefinierat, eos- 
dem et vocauit. Et quos vocauit, 
eos et tustificauit. Quos autem iu- 
stificauit, hos et glorificauit. 

9 Quid igitur dice| mus ad haec? 
Si deus pro nobis quis contra 
nos? 32 Qui proprio filio non 
pepercit, sed pro nobis omnibus 
tradidit illum, qui fieri potest, vt 
non et cum eodem omnia nobis 
donet? 

3 Quis intentabit crimina aduersus 
electos dei? Deus est qui iustificat. 
“Quis ille qui condemnet? Christus 
est, qui mortuus est, imo qui et 


iustificat B-E: 


iudicat 4 | 34 Christus est B-E: Num Christus 4 


passages, generally replacing quoniam or quia. 
Lefévre put quia here. 

29 praescinerat wpotyvoo (“praesciuit” 1516 
= Vg.. For Erasmus’ preference for the plu- 
perfect, see on Job. 1,19. In Annot., he cites the 
Greek text as poéyveoxev. The reading Trpo- 
éyveo, which he merely attributes to “quibus- 
dam", was attested by codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 
2816" and 2817. A similar discrepancy occurs 
at Rom. 11,2. Lefévre had praegnouit. 


29 eosdem et xai ("et^ Vg.). Erasmus’ addition 
of eosdem was a clarification, similar to Lefévre's 
proposal of Pos et. 

29 praefiniuit mpocopioe (“praedestinauit” Vg.; 
“praedefiniuit” 1516). Erasmus’ rendering of 
this word could be described as a theologically 
motivated alteration of the meaning. The verb 
praefinio can mean “prescribe” or “limit”, but 
in classical usage it does not convey the sense 
of “determine beforehand”, which might other- 
wise have been understood to be implied by the 
Greek prefix trpo-. In Annot., Erasmus courted 
controversy by arguing that this Greek verb did 
not refer to predestination, but that it signified 
a public declaration or promulgation (through 
Christ and the prophets) of a divine decree, 


and that the making of that decree (which 
Erasmus restricted to the act of determining 
who would be called to eternal life) was covered 
by the previous verb, mpoéyveo(ke). The 1516 
rendering was modelled on Lefévre's use of 
praediffiniuit, and Erasmus similarly substituted 
praedefinio in vs. 30. Another substitution of 
praefinio occurs at 1 Cor. 2,7. However, at Eph. 
1,5, 11, Erasmus retains praedestino for the same 
Greek verb. Neither praedestino nor praedefinio 
occurred in classical Latin usage. 


29 conformes oupydppous ("conformes fieri" 
Vg.). Erasmus gives a more literal rendering, as 
no verb is added in the Greek mss. The same 
change was made by Manetti. 


29 vt ipse sit cig TÒ elvai oxrróv (“vt sit ipse" 
Vg.). The Vulgate word-order follows the Greek 
text more closely. 


29 inter multos fratres tv morhoïs &SeAqois (“in 
multis fratribus" Vg.). See on Joh. 15,24. 


30 Porro quos Obs 8€ ("Quos autem" Vg.). See 
on Job. 8,16. 


30 praedefinierat Tpowpice (“praedestinauit” 
Vg.) See on vs. 29. Lefèvre again had prae- 
diffiniuit. 
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30 eosdem ... eos ... bos ToUTOUS ... TowTous 
.. ToUrrous (“hos ... hos ... illos" Vg.). These 
changes are partly for the sake of stylistic 
variety, avoiding repetition of os. Manetti and 
Lefèvre put Pos in all three places. 


30 glorificauit Saos (“magnificauit” late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss). See on Act. 21,20, and 
Annot. In Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD 


IX, 2, p. 170, Il. 115-119, Erasmus argues that 
glorifico is a more exact representation of the 
Greek word. He also correctly notes that magni- 
fico was infrequent in classical usage, but chooses 
not to mention the fact that glorifico (as far as 
is known) did not even exist in the classical 
period. See also Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
LB IX, 1001 A. This substitution agreed with 
the wording of some mss. of the early Vulgate, 
together with Manetti and Lefévre. 


31 igitur oÙv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Joh. 6,62. 


32 Qui 6s ye ("Qui etiam" Vg). Erasmus here 
treats ye as superfluous for the purpose of 
translation. At 1 Cor. 4,8 (1527); 9,2, he renders 
ye by sane. Ambrosiaster and Manetti likewise 
omitted etiam at the present passage. 


32 proprio filio toU iiou viot ("proprio filio 
suo" late Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus objects that 
suo is redundant. Earlier Vulgate mss. had filio 
suo, omitting proprio. Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same change as Erasmus. 


32 qui fieri potest ws (“quomodo” Vg). A 
similar substitution of qui fit (meaning “How 
can it be?”) occurs at Mc. 8,21; Le. 12,56 (1519), 
and also in replacing guare at Mt. 16,11. Erasmus 
regarded quomodo as unsuitable for rendering 
TS when followed by a negative. At 2 Cor. 
3,8, for the same reason, he changed quomodo 
non to cur non. 


32 vt non ... donet ovyi ... yapioero ("non 
... donauit" late Vg. and most Vg. mss.). In 1519 
Annot., Erasmus speculates that the Greek verb 
may originally have been éyapioato, corre- 
sponding with the late Vulgate rendering. Valla 
Annot. had objected that the future tense was 
required, not only because this was found in 
his Greek mss., but also on the grounds that 
God had not yet given “everything”. Erasmus, 
more subtly, argued that such reasoning may 
have prompted some scribes to substitute xapi- 
oeral for £yapícorro. However, since tyapioato 
does not enjoy ms. support, it seems more 
probable that donabit (as adopted by Vg*™) was 
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the original Vulgate reading, though preserved 
in relatively few Vulgate mss. Both Manetti 
and Lefèvre accordingly used donabit in their 
translations of this passage. 


32 et xai (“etiam” Vg.). Possibly Erasmus re- 
garded etiam as too emphatic, as the required 
sense was "also" rather than "even". 


32 eodem aùt& (“illo” Vg.). This change is 
partly for stylistic variety, in view of the use 


of illum a few words earlier. Manetti put ipsum 
for illum, and eo for illo. 


33 intentabit crimina tyxadtoe (“accusabit” 
Vg.). See on Act. 25,7, 18, and Annot. 


33 Oso. In Annot., without specific ms. sup- 
port, Erasmus adds tod before 6co0 in his 
citation of the text. 


33 Deus est Beds ("Deus" Vg.). By adding a verb, 
Erasmus hoped to avoid the supposition that 
God might accuse the elect. The same motivation 
seems to have prompted Lefévre's inaccurate 
rendering of the previous sentence by Quis eos 
accusabit qui aduersus electos dei sunt: see Annot., 
and cf. Erasmus’ addition of est after Christus 
in vs. 34. 


33 qui iustificat ó Sixouddv (“qui iudicat" 1516 
Lat.). The 1516 rendering, which greatly alters 
the meaning, could have been an error of the 
typesetter or one of Erasmus' assistants, caused 
by the resemblance of spelling. The normal 
translation of 6ikoióc, throughout the N.T., 
is iustifico (“justify”), whereas iudico is the equi- 
valent of «pívo» (“judge”). 


34 Quis ille qui tis & ("Quis est qui” Vg). In 
omitting a verb, Erasmus' rendering is more 
precise. Lefèvre simply had Qwis, omitting est 
qui. 

34 Christus est Xprotds ("Christus lesus" Vg.; 
"Num Christus" 1516). The Vulgate follows a 
Greek text adding "Ingots, as in PA N A C 
F G and some other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1 and 2105, 
with B D 0289 and most of the later mss. His 
addition of est, though less literal, was intended 
to prevent the misunderstanding that Christ 
would condemn the elect. A similar consi- 
deration lay behind the insertion of num in 
1516, with a question-mark after nobis. See 
Annot., and Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 
1001 A-D. See also on Deus est in vs. 33. The 
renderings of Ambrosiaster and Manetti just 
had Christus. 
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EyepOsís, öç Kati 
TOU @e0t, Gs Kai 
fijudv. “riş Ads 
éyatrns ToU 6:00; 


» 


otv v Bebi& 
ivruyxóávt Utrtp 
Xwpioe: dard Tfj; 
8Ahyis; Å oTEvo- 
xopía; À Siwyyds; tf Auós 1| 
yuuvóTns; fj kív5uvos; Å udcyalpa; 
#kaðas yéyparrtar 6t: “Evex& cou 
Bavatoupeba — ÓÀnv thy — fipépav, 
EAoyíc8nusv cos mpóßara opayñs. 
TAAA èv / ToUTOIS.  m&ci — Ürtp- 
vikdyev, 81% TOU éyarrü|cavros 
fiu&s. — 9 ém&cpor yàp Sti ovte 
Gavatos, ote Cat, ote GyysAo, 
oUte dpyal, oltre Suvdpers, ote 


éveoT@ta, oUTe uéAAovTa, 3 otrte 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


suscitatus est, qui etiam est ad dex- 
teram dei, qui et intercedit pro nobis. 
33 Quis nos separabit a dilectione dei? 
Num afflictio? Num angustia? Num 
persequutio? Num fames? Num nudi- 
tas? Num periculum? Num gladius? 
3%Quemadmodum scriptum est: Pro- 
pter te morti tradimur tota die, habiti 
sumus velut oues destinatae macta- 
tioni. Verum in his omnibus | 
superamus, per eum qui dilexit nos. 
Nam mihi persuasum habeo, quod 
neque mors, neque vita, neque angeli, 
neque principatus, neque potestates, 
neque instantia, neque futura, * neque 


34 nuov.4 B D E: uuw C | 35 nuas ABD E: unas C 


34 ad dexteram B-E: in dextera 4. | alt et B-E: etiam A | nobis. B-E: nobis? ÆA | 36 morti 
tradimur B-E: mortificamurA | destinatae mactationi B-E: mactationisA | 37 superamus B-E: 


superuincimus 4 


34 suscitatus est tyepOsis (“resurrexit” Vg). 
Cf. on excitatus at Rom. 4,25. 


34 etiam xai (omitted by late Vg. and most Vg. 
mss., with Vg"; “et” some Vg. mss., with Vg"). 
The late Vulgate omission is supported by 
codd. N * A C 0289" and a few other mss., 
among which were codd. 2105 and 2816. Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815, 2817, in company 
with cod. 1 and most other mss., commencing 
with 38? “ N er B D FG. The versions of Am- 
brosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre had et (though 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti omitted the preceding 
qui). 


34 ad dexteram tv Se&i ("in dextera" 1516). 
The 1516 rendering attempted greater precision, 
using the same wording as Ambrosiaster and 
Lefèvre. A similar substitution of iz dext(e)ra 
occurs at Eph. 1,20 (1516 only); Hebr. 1,3. 
However, this had the unwanted connotation 
of Christ standing, literally, “in his right hand”. 
At Col. 3,1; Hebr. 10,12; 12,2; 1 Petr. 3,22, by 
contrast, Erasmus substitutes ad dexteram for 
in dextera. 


34 et (2nd.) kaí (“etiam” 1516 =Vg.). This 
alteration is mainly for variety of style, after the 
previous insertion of etiam. The same change 


was made by Lefévre, whereas Manetti omitted 
the word. 


34 intercedit tvtuyydvei (“interpellat” Vg.). See 
on vs. 26, above. Manetti put assistit, and Lefèvre 
postulat. 


34 pro nobis ntp fuv. The reading Umip 
Gudy, in the 1522 edition, was probably just 
a typesetting error as it conflicts with the 
accompanying Latin version. 

35 Quis tis ("Quis ergo" late Vg. and some Vg. 
mss.) The late Vulgate corresponds with the 
addition of otv in codd. F G. See Annot. The 
extra word was omitted by Ambrosiaster, Ma- 
netti and Lefévre, and also by some mss. of the 
earlier Vulgate. 

35 nos has. Again the substitution of Up&g in 
1522, conflicting with the Latin text, is presumed 
to be an error of the typesetter. 


35 dilectione 1fjs &y&rrns ( charitate" Vg.). See 
on Job. 13,35. 

35 dei tot 900 (“Christi” Vg.). Erasmus de- 
rived this reading from cod. 2817, supported 
by cod. N and a few later mss., including 2105. 
The Vulgate reflects a text having ToU XpicToU, 
as in codd. 1, 2815, 2816 and most other mss., 
commencing with C D F G. 
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35 Num afflictio 6\byis ("Tribulatio" Vg.). Eras- 
mus introduces zum here, and further substitutes 
it six times for an in the remainder of the verse, 
to give the sense “surely not” rather than “or”. 
For afflictio, see on Iob. 16,21. 


35 Num (2nd. to 7th.) Ñ (“an” Vg.). See the 
previous note. 

35 persequutio ... fames ~ nuditas ... periculum 
Bicoypós ... Aipds ... yuuvórmns ... KivSuvos 
(“fames ... nuditas ... periculum ... persecutio" 
late Vg.. The late Vulgate transposition of 
persecutio lacks Greek ms. support. Erasmus 
follows the word-order of the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


36 Quemadmodum xadoos ("Sicut" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. 

36 Propter 611 “Evexa (“Quia propter" Vg.). 
Erasmus here treats 611 as redundant for the 
purpose of translation. See on Job. 1,20, and 
Annot., together with Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 
LB IX, 1001 D-F. The version of Manetti had 


Quod propter. 


36 morti tradimur Savatoupeba (“mortifica- 
mur” 1516 = Vg.). See on vs. 13. 


36 habiti sumus thoyioOnpev (“aestimati sumus" 
Vg.). Erasmus perhaps wished to avoid the 
ambiguity of aestimo, which could mean “value” 
or "esteem" as well as "consider". At Rom. 9,8 
he replaces aestimo by recenseo. Manetti tried 
existimati quidem, and Lefèvre (text, not Comm.) 
existimati sumus. 


36 velut cos (“sicut” late Vg.). Erasmus’ choice 
of expression was also exhibited by Ambrosiaster. 
The same substitution occurs elsewhere in ren- 
dering ós, &omep or col (at e.g. Mt. 6,16; 
7,29; 9,36), often for the sake of stylistic variety. 
See also on 2 Cor. 2,17. The earlier Vulgate had 
vt, and Manetti tanquam. 


36 destinatae mactationi opayi\s (“occisionis” 
Vg.; "mactationis" 1516). In Annot., Erasmus 
argues that mactatio is better suited to the 
Hebrew expression underlying Ps. 43,22, signi- 
fying a ritual or sacrificial killing. However, 
mactatio is not used by classical authors. At Act. 
8,32 and Jac. 5,5, he retains occisio for cay). 
His addition of destinatae is an attempt to 
remove any obscurity caused by the literal 
rendering, “sheep of slaughter”. 


37 Verum &AN (“Sed” Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 


37 superamus STepvik®pev (“superuincimus” 
1516). Erasmus’ 1516 rendering is the same as 
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that of Augustine in De Cruitate Dei XXII, 23 
(CSEL 40, ii, p. 641), aiming to convey the 
Greek verb more exactly: see Annot. However, 
superuinco does not occur in classical Latin 
authors, and hence in 1519 Erasmus returns to 
the Vulgate wording. 

37 per &i& ("propter" Vg.). The Vulgate ren- 
dering would require the Greek preposition to 
be accompanied by an accusative rather than 
a genitive, corresponding with the text of 
codd. D F G, which have Sià tov &yamríü- 
cavra. See Annot. The same change was made 
by Lefèvre. 


38 Nam mibi persuasum babeo wénew pon yap 
("Certus sum enim” Vg.). The use of persuasum 
babeo ("I am persuaded" or "I am convinced") 
is closer to the precise meaning of the Greek 
verb. Erasmus here follows a suggestion of 
Valla Annot. A similar substitution occurs at 
Le. 20,6 (1519); Rom. 15,14; and persuasum babeo 
further replaces confido at Rom. 14,14; Phil. 1,6. 
In Annot. on the present passage, Erasmus 
suggests using confido (as in Ambrosiaster) or 
persuasus sum. For nam, see on Iob. 3,34. 


38 quod $m ("quia" Vg). See on Job. 1,20. 
Manetti made the same change. 


38 potestates Suvduers ("virtutes" late Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,4. 


38 futura péAAovta (“futura, neque fortitudo" 
late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate 
inclusion of fortitudo as well as virtutes lacks 
Greek ms. support, and seems to represent two 
different attempts to render Suvaueis (cf. also 
the use of the singular, Suvapis, in P“). Some 
mss. of the Vulgate, by adding fortitudines 
instead of fortitudo here, while omitting the 
previous neque virtutes, reflect a Greek text 
which repositions otrre Suvápeis after uÉAAovTo, 
as found in 3924 49 N A B C D FG 0285 
and a few later mss. Although this sequence has 
been praised as a lectio difficilior, it remains 
legitimate to suspect that the apparently illogi- 
cal intrusion of ote Suvdyeis between the 
two sets of paired expressions, otrre ivecTóTa 
oUte u£AAovra and ottte Ŭywpa ote Pálos, 
was caused by an accident of scribal transmis- 
sion. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 2105, 2816 and most other late 
mss. (cod. 1 adds otte &&oucíca after &pxai). 
See also Annot., which here resembles Lefévre 
Comm. The passage was assigned to the Quae 
Sint Addita. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
correction as Erasmus. 
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Gwoua, ote pá9os, otte Tis kTíois 
tépa Suvicetar Aas ywpioa ard 
Ths é&yé&mns ToU 9500, Tfjg èv Xp- 
oTQ “Incod ta kupiw Tjuóv. 


Ahasia Aéyw tv XpicTÓ, ov 
wevSoual, cuupaprupoUons por 
Tfjs ouvebüosos pou, èv trvevpati 


&yio, 7611 Aümn pol iom peyé- 
An, koi é&8i&Aernrros úv Tij kap- 
Sig you. ?nbyóunv yàp ovTog yù 


åváðepa elvor &rró ToU. Xpio roO. Umip 
TOv &B5eApóv pou, THv ocuyytvóv you 
Kate cápka, ‘oftivés siciv "lopami- 
tal, dv fj uloOeoía kal fj 86Ea Kai ai 
SiadFKor kal fj vouodecia Kai fj Aat- 
peia kai ai émayyedian, %dv of ma- 
tépes, Kal E€ Gv ó Xpiords, TO karà 
cépka, ó dv imi Távrov beds eù- 
Aoyntós els Tous | aldvas, &uńv. 
$Oüx olov St Sti èkmémTwkev 
Ó Aóyos ToU coU. où yàp Trávres 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


altitudo, neque profunditas, neque 
vlla creatura alia poterit nos separare 
a dilectione dei, quae est in Christo 
Iesu domino nostro. 


Veritatem dico in Christo, non 

mentior, attestante mihi simul 
conscientia mea, per spiritum san- 
ctum, ?quod dolor mihi sit magnus 
et assiduus cruciatus cordi meo. 
*Optarim enim ego ipse, anathema 
esse a Christo pro fratribus meis, 
cognatis meis secundum carnem, 
‘qui sunt Israelitae, quorum est 
adoptio et gloria et testamenta et 
legis constitutio et cultus et promis- 
siones, quorum sunt patres et ii 
ex quibus est Christus quantum atti- 
net ad carnem, qui est in omnibus 
deus laudandus in secula, | amen. 

$Non autem haec loquor quod ex- 
ciderit sermo dei. Non enim omnes 


9,1 mihi simul B-E: om. A | per spiritum sanctum B-E: in spiritu sancto | 2 sit B-E: estA | 
3 cognatis meis B-E: qui sunt cognati mei Æ | 4 Israelitae B-E: israhelitae/4 | 5 secula 4 C-E: 
saecula B | 6 haecloquor quod B-E: tanquam A 


39 profunditas Bdbos ("profundum" Vg). A 
similar substitution occurs at 1 Cor. 2,10; 
Eph. 3,18, though profunditas was not used 
by classical authors. At the present passage, 


this change was also made by Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


39 vlla tis (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by 33/6 D F G and a few later 
mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
alongside 1, 2105, 2816, with 8 A B C 0285 
and most later mss. Both Manetti and Lefèvre 
Comm. preferred aliqua. 


39 dilectione tis &y rns (“charitate” Vg.). See 
on Job. 13,35. 


9,1 Christo Xpiot& ("Christo Iesu" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate corresponds with the addi- 
tion of 'InooU in codd. D* F G. The version 
of Manetti made the same correction as 
Erasmus. 


1 attestante mibi simul ouppaptupovons uot 
("testimonium mihi perhibente" Vg.; "attestan- 
te" 1516). See on Rom. 2,15, and Annot., for at- 
testor simul. See also Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 
LB IX, 1002 A. The omission of mihi in 1516 
was mistaken. The version of Manetti had 
contestificante mibi. 

1 per spiritum sanctum tv mveuyomi &yíco (“in 
spiritu sancto" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 
2 quod &ri (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20. 
Manetti made the same change. 


2 dolor ATH (“tristitia” Vg.). See on Job. 16,6. 


2 sit magnus tot: peyin (“magna est” late 
Vg.; “est magnus" 1516). Erasmus follows the 
Greek word-order more closely. For the use of 
the subjunctive, see on Job. 1,20. Manetti and 
Lefévre both had est magna, as in some copies 
of the Vulgate (though in Manetti's version, the 
first hand of Pal Lat. 45 seems to have read 
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est et magna). In Ambrosiaster and mss. of the 
earlier Vulgate, est is positioned before mibi. 


2 assiduus &Bi&AevrrTos ("continuus" Vg.). This 
change was not strictly necessary, though Eras- 
mus may have wished to avoid the alliterative 
effect of continuus cruciatus cordi. 


2 cruciatus 680vr| ( dolor" Vg.). The word cruci- 
atus, meaning anguish or torment, is somewhat 
more emphatic than dolor "sorrow" or “grief”). 
Cf. the use of cracior for óBuvéopoi at Le. 
16,24-5. Erasmus retains dolor for d80vn at 
1 Tim. 6,10. In the present verse, as he wanted 
to use dolor for AUitn, he now needed to select 
a different rendering for ó6Uvn. Elsewhere he 
uses cruciatus for Bécavos, Dacavicuós, kóAaots, 
and 1déénua. 

3 Optarim nùyóunv (“Optabam” Vg.) This 
substitution of the subjunctive is for theologi- 
cal reasons, to avoid the suggestion that the 
apostle actually wished to be accursed: see 
Annot. In Manetti, the rendering was Orabam, 
while Lefévre had Optaut. 


3 cognatis meis TOV ouvyyevev pou ("qui sunt 
cognati mei" 1516 = Vg). Erasmus’ rendering 
is closer to the Greek construction. In cod. 
2815, T&v is repeated after pou, in company 
with D°" and a few later mss. (D* F G have 
TÓV ouyyevev T&v, omitting uou). Ambrosi- 
aster had just cognatis, while Lefévre put con- 
sanguineis meis. 

4 est adoptio 4 vio0ecia ("adoptio est filiorum" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 8,15, and Annot. The rendering 
of Lefévre had just adoptio, omitting est. 


4 testamenta of Siaðñka testamentum" late 
Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate use 
of the singular corresponds with fj 8:08 rkr in 
P“ B D FG. The latter variant, substituting 
singular for plural may have been influenced 
by the adjacent singular nouns, vio@ecla ... 
5d€a ... vouo6sola ... Aatpela. The same ex- 
planation could also account for the substitution 
of étrayyeAia for ErayyeMon in a few mss., 
later in the sentence. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, 
with N C 0285 and most later mss. See Annot. 
His use of the plural agreed with some mss. of 
the earlier Vulgate, and also with Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre. 

4 legis constitutio ù vopobeola ("legislatio" Vg.). 
The word /egislatio did not occur in classical 
Latin. Cf. Annot. The version of Lefèvre had 
legis positio. 
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4 cultus fj Xarpeia: (“obsequium” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 16,2, and Annot., together with Resp. ad 
collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 1002 A-B. C£. also 
Valla Annot., distinguishing between obsequium 
and latria. Erasmus follows the wording of 
Lefèvre, while Manetti had obsequium cultus. 

4 promissiones od ErrocyyeAion "promissa" Vg.). 
In Annot., lemma, Erasmus cites the Vulgate 
reading as promissio, in the singular, which 
more closely corresponded with the substitu- 
tion of 4 émayyeAia in cod. D, or just èm- 
ayyeAia in codd. F (G). See above, regarding 
the similar substitution of Bia&rjkm for Sia- 
Ofjkor in a few mss. The use of promissiones 
produces consistency with vss. 8-9, below. Cf. 
on Act. 1,4, where Erasmus prefers promissum, 
and see further on Rom. 4,20; Gal. 3,14. Manetti 
and Lefévre made the same change. 


5 quorum sunt ov ("quorum" Vg.). Erasmus 
adds a verb, for the sake of clarity. Lefévre also 
added sunt, but with the word-order patres etiam 
sunt. 


5 et ii xai (late Vg. omits). The late Vulgate 
corresponds with the omission of kai in codd. 
F G. The version of Erasmus adds ii, treating 
&€ cv as introducing a new category, separate 
from “the fathers". Manetti put just ef, as in 
the earlier Vulgate. 


5 quantum attinet ad carnem TÒ Kata oápka 
(“secundum carnem" Vg.). See on quantum ad 
me attinet for TÒ Kat’ èpé at Rom. 1,15 (1516), 
and Annot. 

5 in omnibus tri rrávroov ("super omnia" Vg.). 
In Annot., Erasmus discusses whether tr&vtaov 
is neuter (“all things”) or masculine (“all men"): 
by using the ablative, he retains the ambiguity 
of gender. In 1516 Annot., he even cites iz 
omnibus as the Vulgate wording. For other in- 
stances of the avoidance of super, see on vs. 28, 
below. Manetti likewise had in omnibus. 


5 laudandus euAoynTós (“benedictus” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,25. 


6 baec loquor quod olov ... Sti (“quod” Vg. 
"tanquam" 1516). In Annot, Erasmus also 
suggests velut. Valla Annot. proposed tale quod, 
while Manetti began the sentence with Non est 
autem possibile quod. Lefèvre Comm. gave the 
sense as sic .. quod. These were all different 
attempts at expanding the abbreviated Greek 
form of expression. 


6 sermo & Aóyos (“verbum” Vg). See on 
Iob. 1,1. 
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oi èE lopañ, otto lopañ 7008’ 
óTi eioi oméppa ABpadpy, Trévres TÉK- 
vor GAA’ èv loak xAn8noeraí coi 
oTépua, f*roUr' got, oU Tk TÉkva 
TS copkós, tatta Tékva ToU Geol, 
&AA& TA TÉKva Tis ETayyeAias, Aoyi- 
Getou eis oméppa. PétraryyeAlas yàp ó 
Aóyos o'Tos, Kar& Tov kaipóv TotTov 
&AeUcopon, Kal oro ti} Zappa vlós. 
P oj uóvov 56, &AA& koi “PeBéxka èE 
évds Koltny Éxouca 'loaóx ToU tratpds 
fud. “ute yao yevvn8évrov, unde 
TpagavTav Ti &yaOóv fj Kaxdv, ive 
fj Kat’ ékAoytv, ToU Seo Trpó6sois 
puévy otk 8 Épyow, GAA’ èk tot 
KaAoUv|-os, ppn atti ómri ‘O pel- 
Gov Source THO tAdooovi. ! kacos 
yéypatrrai, Tov "loko. fyá&rnoo, Tov 
S Hoaŭ guionoa. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


qui sunt ex Israel, sunt Israel: 
"neque quia sunt semen Abrahae, 
statim omnes filii: sed per Isaac 
nominabitur tibi semen: ‘hoc est, 
non qui fili carnis, ii filii dei: 
sed qui sunt filii promissionis, re- 
censentur in semen.  "Promissionis 
enim sermo hic est: In tempore hoc 
veniam, et erit Sarae filius.  ' Non 
solum autem hoc, sed et Rebecca ex 
vno conceperat Isaac patre nostro: 
"nondum enim natis pueris quum 
neque boni quippiam fecissent neque 
mali, vt secundum electionem, pro- 
positum dei maneret: non ex ope- 
ribus, sed ex vocante, | dictum est 
illi: Maior seruiet minori. —PSicut 
scriptum est: lacob dilexi, Esau vero 
odio habui. 


6 alt sunt B-E: ii sunt A | 7 quia B-E: quod A | statim B-E: om. A | per BE: inA | 
8 ii CE: hii 4 B | recensentur B-E: recensebuntur A | 9 Sarae B-E: Sarai A 


6 qui sunt ex Israel oi EE "lopat\A (“qui ex Israel 
sunt" late Vg.; "qui ex circuncisione sunt Israel" 
Vg. 1527). The 1527 Vulgate column has the 
same wording as the Froben Vulgates of 1491 
and 1514. In Annot., Erasmus comments that 
this longer reading was not supported by "the 
Greeks". The earlier Vulgate omits sunt. Erasmus’ 
word-order follows that of Ambrosiaster and 
Lefèvre. 


6 sunt Israel o&voV lopañ (“hi sunt Isra(h)eli- 
tae" late Vg. and some Vg. mss., with Vg"*; “hi 
sunt Israel" other Vg. mss., with Vg*; "ii sunt 
Israel" 1516). The use of Israelitae in part of 
the Vulgate tradition corresponds with the sub- 
stitution of 'lopanAeiroi for 'loparjA in codd. 
D* F G. The omission of a pronoun in the 
1519 rendering was less literal. Lefévre made 
the same change as Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 
Manetti put Ai Israelite sunt. 


7 quia dv (“qui” late Vg.; “quod” 1516). Eras- 
mus’ 1519 version agrees with the wording of 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 
See Annot. 


7 sunt semen elo o mépua (“semen sunt” Vg.). 
Erasmus’ rendering is closer to the Greek 
word-order. Lefévre (text) made the same 
change. Manetti’s word-order was semen Abrae 
sunt. 


7 statim (omitted in 1516 =Vg.). By adding 
statim, Erasmus makes a clearer distinction 
between the premise (quia ... Abrahae) and the 
inference (omnes filii). 


7 per èv ("in" 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 1,17. 
Inconsistently, at Hebr. 11,18, where the same 
O.T. passage is quoted (Gr. 21,12), Erasmus 
retains in Isaac. 
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7 nominabitur «AnOiceta (“vocabitur” Vg.). 
In using nomino ("name", rather than “call”), 
Erasmus departs from the literal sense. The 
only other passage where he uses nomino 
for KaAéeo is at 1 Job. 3,1, following the 
Vulgate. At Hebr. 11,18, an exactly parallel 
passage, he retains vocabitur. See the previous 
note. 


8 hoc est tour’ toti (“id est^ Vg.). A similar 
substitution, for the sake of greater precision, 
occurs at Rom. 10,6; Hebr. 2,14; 7,5; 9,11; 10,20; 
11,16; 13,15; 1 Petr. 3,20. Manetti made the 
same change. 


8 i taŭra (“hi” Vg; “hii” 1516-19). In this 
instance, Erasmus substitutes i/ because it re- 
sumes from an earlier gui. See on Gal. 2,18. 
The pronoun ¿i was also adopted in Lefèvre 
Comm. 


8 qui sunt filii xà TÉkva ("qui filii sunt” Vg.). 
Erasmus preferred not to separate fili from 
promissionis. Ambrosiaster and Manetti omitted 
sunt. 


8 recensentur Aoylieron (“aestimantur” Vg; 
“recensebuntur” 1516). See on Rom. 8,36. Eras- 
mus uses recenseo ("count") only once else- 
where, in rendering yeveoAoyétopnon at Hebr. 
7,6. Lefévre had reputantur. One of the copyists 
of Manetti's translation (Pal Lat 45) had 
extimantur. 


8 in semen els améppa (“in semine" Vg.). Eras- 
mus is more accurate on this point. Manetti's 
version (as transcribed by the first hand of Urb. 
Lat. 6) anticipated this change. 


9 sermo bic ó Aóyos otros ("verbum hoc" Vg.). 
See on lob. 1,1, and Annot. The rendering of 
Lefèvre had sermo iste, and Manetti verbum 
istud. 


9 In tempore boc Kat& tov Kaipov ToUTov 
("Secundum hoc tempus" Vg.). For xarà Koan- 
pov, see on Rom. 5,6, where Erasmus prefers to 
use iuxta. See also Annot. 


10 boc (“illa” late Vg.). The late Vulgate use 
of the feminine pronoun refers more directly 
to Sarah, mentioned in vs. 9. See Annot. In 
Manetti's rendering, the sentence began with 
Non solum autem, as in the earlier Vulgate, 
omitting ila. Lefèvre began with Non solum id 
quidem. 


10 conceperat koirnv Éyouca ("concubitu ha- 
bens" Vg.). As pointed out in Annot., following 
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Valla Annot., the use of the ablative by most 
mss. of the Vulgate appears to be a mistake 
for concubitum. By substituting conceperat, Eras- 
mus prevents repetition of the same error. He 
listed this passage among the Loca Manifeste 
Deprauata. See also Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 
LB IX, 1003 C-1004 A. The version of Manetti 
substituted concubitum babens (which is also the 
reading adopted by Vg* ""), and Lefèvre quae 


cubile babebat. 


10 patre nostro ToU Tratpds Adv ("patris no- 
stri” late Vg.). By using the genitive case, the 
late Vulgate makes it appear that Isaac is 
unconnected with the previous phrase ex vno. 
By using the ablative in both places, Erasmus 
removes this error, and restores the earlier Vul- 
gate reading. The same correction was made by 
Manetti (though the first hand of Pal Lat. 45 
seems to have read patris nostri, as well as 
inserting geminos filios after babens). 


11 nondum enim natis pueris pyro yàp yevvn- 
BévTæv ("cum enim nondum nati fuissent" 
Vg.. Erasmus' use of the ablative absolute 
provides a closer equivalent for the Greek con- 
struction, while adding pueris for the sake of 
clarity. 


11 quum neque boni quippiam fecissent neque mali 
unBE Tpotávrov Ti &yatóv À xaxóv (“aut 
aliquid boni egissent aut mali" late Vg.). Eras- 
mus' construction has a more emphatic negative 
sense, compared with the Vulgate. For quippiam, 
see on Joh. 6,7; for facio as a rendering of 
Trp&cco, see on Act. 15,29. Lefèvre put neque 
egissent quicquam bonum aut malum, while Manetti 
contented himself with moving egissent to the 
end of the clause. 


11 propositum dei ToU SoU Trpóðeois. The 
word-order of Erasmus' Greek text, which con- 
flicted with the Latin, followed cod. 2815. His 
Latin word-order, which followed the Vulgate, 
was closer to Trpó8ecis ToU Geo, as in cod. 
2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other 
mss. 


12 illi avti öm ( ei: quia" Vg.). The change 
of pronoun points to a more remote indirect 
object, referring back to Rebecca in vs. 10. For 
the omission of quia, see on Job. 1,20. Manetti 
put ei quod. 


13 vero 6€ ("autem" Vg.). In the present con- 
text, the more strongly adversative autem, of the 
Vulgate, seems more appropriate. 
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“Ti ov èpoŭpev; ut) &8iKia Trap 
TO 9&5; uh yévorro. “to yap Mw- 
oñ Aéye, Eàshow öv äv eğ, koi 
oiktephow öv àv oikTeipw. apa 
oUv où ToU 8&Aovros, OSE ToU Tp- 
xXovros, GAAG oU £AcoUvTos coU. 
UMy& yap f| ypagh TH Capao ón 
Eis atts ToÜUTo iEüyeip& oe, Strws 
évSeiEoopnan èv coi thv SUvapiv pou, 
Kai Sires Si1xyysM TO övouá pou 
tv màcq Ti yi). 

Apa ov öv 06 B, Sv Sè 
BéAsi oKAnpuver. épeis otv pot, Ti 
tri weugeTa; TH yap PovAnaTt 
aXToU tis dvOéoTnKe; 2 uevoOvye, 
c &vOpcome, ot tis ef, ó ávromo- 
Kpivóuevos TH 0&5; uh ipd TO 
TÀácua TÓ TÀÓcavrn, Ti pe érroi- 
noas oUrcs; 7A otk Eyer eouci- 
av Ó Kepayels TOU TrÀoU, èk ToU 


autoU gupduatos moroa Ö  pév 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


“Quid igitur dicemus? Num iniu- 
stitia est apud deum? Absit. 5Nam 
Mosi dicit Miserebor cuiuscunque 
misereor, et commiserabor quencun- 
que commiseror. 'éItaque non volen- 
tis est, neque currentis: sed miserentis 
dei. "Dicit enim scriptura Pharaoni: 
In hoc ipsum te excitaui, vt osten- 
dam in te potentiam meam, et vt 
annuncietur nomen meum in tota 
terra. 

*Ttaque cui vult, miseretur: quem 
autem vult, indurat. "Dices ergo 
mihi Quid adhuc conqueritur? Nam 
voluntati illius quis restitit? ? Atqui, 
o homo, tu quis es, qui ex aduerso 
respondes deo? Num dicet figmen- 
tum, ei qui finxit, cur me fin- 
xisti ad hunc modum?  ?!An non 
habet potestatem figulus luti, vt ex 
eadem massa fingat aliud quidem 


9,15 tw B-E: 104 | 16 SeAovtos A B D E: tedovtos C 


20 finxit B-E: se finxit 4 | hunc A B D E: huc C 


14 igitur oUv ("ergo" Vg.). See on Toh. 6,62. 

14 Num uh ("Nunquid" Vg.). See on Joh. 3,4. 
14 iniustitia est &bwia ( iniquitas" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,29. Erasmus adds a verb, to complete 
the construction. Lefèvre also had iniustitia, but 
without adding est. Manetti put iniquitas est. 
15 Nam Mosi t% yap Moofj ("Mosi enim" 
Vg.). See on Job. 3,34 for nam. In codd. 1, 2105, 
2815 and 2816, the spelling is wŭoğ, and in 
cod. 2817 uoce. Erasmus here makes an arbi- 
trary correction, which happens to be supported 
by many other mss. 


15 dicit Mya (“dixit” Vg. 1527). The use of the 
perfect tense in the 1527 Vulgate column, 
which follows the 1514 Froben Vulgate, is 
unsupported by Greek mss. The earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre (both columns) had 
dicit. 

15 cuiuscunque .. quencunque Sv äv ... Ov dv 
"cui ... cui" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.; "cuius 
. cuius" other Vg. mss.). Cf. on Joh. 13,20. 


Erasmus here follows a suggestion of Valla 
Annot. In his citation of the text in 1516 
Annot., he incorrectly omits the first &v: the 
same omission occurs in cod. 1, at the end of 
a line of text (the other Basle mss. all contain 
this instance of &v). Lefèvre Comm. similarly 
proposed cuiuscunque ... cuicunque. Manetti had 
cuius vtique ... cuius. 


15 misereor EAeGo ("misertus sum” late Vg.). 
Again the late Vulgate incorrectly substitutes 
the perfect tense, without justification from 
Greek mss. See Annot. The version of Lefèvre 
made the same correction as Erasmus, restoring 
the earlier Vulgate reading. Ambrosiaster (1492) 
and Manetti put miserebor. 


15 commiserabor ... commiseror oiktaphow ... 
olxteipe ("misericordiam praestabo ... misere- 
bor” Vg.). Erasmus’ choice of commiseror reflected 
the Greek nuance, of compassion rather than 
mercy. He elsewhere uses commiseror only at 
lac. 5,11 (1519), in rendering oiktippoov. In 
Annot., and also in Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS  9,4-21 
LB IX, 1004 A-B, Erasmus objected to the Vul- 
gate use of two different renderings of the same 
Greek verb, in this sentence. He further noted 
the inaccuracy of the Vulgate in using the 
future tense, miserebor, to translate oixtetpo. 
The same point had been made by Lefévre, who 
put Miserabor ... miseror in his translation, and 
clemens ero ... demens sum in Comm. (which 
received Erasmus’ approval in 1516 Annot). 


16 Itaque &pa oóv (“Igitur” Vg). See on 
Rom. 5,18. 

16 non volentis est ... sed miserentis où Tot Ot- 
AovTos ... &AA& ToU éAcotvtos (“non volentis 
.. Sed miserentis est" late Vg. and most Vg. 
mss., with Vg; "non volentis ... sed miserentis" 
some Vg. mss., with Vg"). By moving est to an 
earlier position, Erasmus makes a clearer contrast 
between the will of man and the mercy of God. 
For other transpositions of sum, see on Rom. 
2,27. C£. Annot. In Manetti's version, neque was 
substituted for non. 


17 In boc S11 Els aùTó (“Quia in hoc” Vg.). 
See on Job. 1,20. Manetti put quod for quia. 
Lefévre had Quia ad boc. 


17 te excitaui t&'yyeip& oe (“excitaui te" Vg.). 
The Vulgate word-order is more literal. Ambro- 
siaster offered both te seruaui and te suscitaui. 


17 potentiam ^v Súvapıv ("virtutem" Vg.) 
See on Rom. 1,4. The same change was made 
by Lefévre. 


17 tota don ("vniuersa" Vg.). See on Act. 
5,34. 


18 Itaque "Apa otv ("Ergo" Vg). See on Rom. 
5,18. Ambrosiaster and Manetti had Jgitur. 


18 cui dv (“cuius” Vg.). Some Vulgate mss., 
and also Ambrosiaster, have cui here, as used 
by Erasmus. At other passages, he retains the 
genitive case with misereor. 


18 quem autem dv 5€ ("et quem” Vg.). Erasmus 
gives a more literal rendering of 5é. 


19 Dices ipeis ("Dicis" Vg.). Erasmus is more 
accurate in using the future tense. The same 
change was made by Manetti and Lefévre (text). 


19 ergo ov (“itaque” Vg). In this chapter, 
Erasmus reserves ¿taque for the more emphatic 
&pa ovv, in vss. 16 and 18. Manetti made the 
same change in the present verse. 


19 conqueritur péugetou (“queritur” Vg.). One 
motive for this change was to prevent confusion 
between queror ("complain") and the passive of 
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quatro ("ask"): see Annot. Here, Erasmus follows 
a suggestion of Valla Annot., which was also 
adopted by Manetti. Lefèvre put accusatur. 


19 Nam voluntati t yàp BouMpom ("Volun- 
tati enim" Vg.). See on Job. 3,34. 


19 illius atrrod (“eius” Vg.). Erasmus’ uses the 
more emphatic pronoun to refer back to God. 
Manetti adopted the more ambiguous suae. 


19 restitit àvðéotnke (“resistit” Vg.). Erasmus 
renders the perfect tense more accurately. 


20 Atqui pevotvye (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission is supported by P“ D* F G. Some 
early mss. place pevotvye after &vOpcorre, as in 
codd. N * A (B). Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, with 
or peor and most later mss. See Annot. The 
rendering of Manetti put Ergo, and Lefèvre 
Quinimmo. 


20 quis tis ("qui" Vg. 1527) The incorrect 
spelling of the 1527 Vulgate column corresponds 
with the use of 7 in the Froben Vulgates of 
1491 and 1514. 


20 qui ex aduerso respondes deo & &vromokpi- 
vopevos TG Gee ("qui respondeas deo" Vg.). 
Erasmus conveys the added meaning of the 
Greek prefix &vr-. See Annot. The Vulgate use 
of respondeas is further discussed in Resp. ad 
collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 1004 C. The version 
of Manetti put qui respondeas contra deum, and 
Lefévre qui contra respondeas deo. 

20 Num un Nunquid" Vg). See on Joh. 3,4. 
20 dicet épei (“dicit” Vg.). As in the previous 
verse, Erasmus renders the future tense more 
accurately, following a recommendation from 
Valla Annot. 

20 qui finxit t% TA&oavT: (“qui se finxit" 
1516 = Vg). In Annot., Erasmus describes the 
Vulgate use of se as superfluous. The same cor- 
rection had been made by Lefévre. The point 
was also discussed by Valla Annot., where prefer- 
ence was given to the use of ipsum, illud, or id. 
20 cur ti ("quid" Vg.). See on Toh. 1,25. 

20 finxisti &roincas (“fecisti” Vg.). Erasmus, 
less accurately, treats tAdoow and moito as 
synonymous in this passage. 

20 ad bunc modum oto (“sic” Vg.). Erasmus 
substitutes this longer phrase also at Mt. 6,9; 
2 Petr. 1,11. 

21 vt .. fingat moroa ("facere" Vg.). After 
potestas, Erasmus usually avoids the infinitive, 
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eis miv okeUos, Ó è els dript- 
av; el Bà OCAcv ó Beds avbelEa- 
ofa thy ópyfv, | Kal yvapion Td 
Suvatov atrrov, fjveykev èv mor 
pakpoðupig oKeln Ópyfis KaTHpTI- 
cuéva els &rooAeav, Pral fva yvo- 
pion Tóv mAoUTov Tis SdEns aUo, 
&mi ckeür éAgous & mponToipacev 
el; 56E£av: “ots xal ixóAsotv Has, 
où póvov i£ 'lov5aíov, AAG xoi 
gE £0viv. Bas kai iv tH 'Oont 
Aéyel, KaAéco tov ot Aadv pou, 
Aaóv pou, Kai Thy oùk f|yarnué- 
vnv, hyornuévny Kol goto tv TÓ 
Tora oF epphOn atrtois, Où Aads 
uou Upeis, ket kAn8rjcovron viol bot 
CO vos. 

?'Hoatas St kpdZer UTEP ToU "lopa- 
HA, 'Eàv À ó &pi8pós ræv viðv lo- 
pań, œs ^ &upos tis BaAdoons, TÒ 
KoróAepa owbticeta. Adyov yàp 
ouvTeAdy kal cuvTéuvov ÈV Bikono0Uvr), 


22 KatTnptiopeva A-C E: xatnptipeva D 
cuvn A B D E: &ixaiouvn C 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


vas in honorem, aliud vero in igno- 
miniam? ™Quod si deus volens | 
ostendere iram, et notam facere 
potentiam suam, tulit multa animi 
lenitate vasa irae, apparata in interi- 
tum, et vt notas faceret diuitias 
gloriae suae, erga vasa misericor- 
diae quae praeparauerat in gloriam: 
aquos et vocauit, nimirum nos, 
non solum ex Iudaeis, verum etiam 
ex gentibus, | "quemadmodum et 
Osee dicit Vocabo populum qui 
meus non erat, populum meum, et 
eam quae dilecta non erat, dilectam: 
?et erit in loco vbi dictum fuerat 
eis, Non populus meus vos: ibi 
vocabuntur filii dei viuentis. 

7 Hesaias autem clamat super 
Israel: Si fuerit numerus filiorum 
Israel, vt arena maris, reliquiae sal- 
uae erunt. Sermonem enim per- 
ficiens et abbreuians cum iustitia, 


24 xoi e A C-E: om B | 28 awo- 


22 multa B-E: in multa Æ | animi lenitate B-E: longanimitate A | 23 erga B-E: in A | 
24 nimirum B-E: om. A | 27 Hesaias E: Esaias 4-D | 28 cum B-E: in A 


e.g. replacing it with a gerund at Le. 12,5 (1519); 
loh. 5,27; 19,10; Ap. Iob. 6,8; 13,5 (1519). For 
fingo, see on vs. 20, above. 


21 ignominiam &Twav ("contumeliam" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,24 for a similar change. See also 
Annot. The preference of Valla Annot. was for 
dedecus, while Lefèvre put inbonorationem. 


22 tulit tjveyxsv. (“sustinuit” Vg.) Erasmus 
made this change so as to allow the Greek word 
to be understood as meaning either "brought" 
or “endured”. See Annot. The rendering of 
Lefévre was tolerauit. 


22 multa tv morri (“in multa" 1516 = Vg.). 
See on lob. 1,26. Manetti made the same 
change. 


22 animi lenitate poxpo8vuia — patientia" 
Vg; "longanimitate" 1516). See on Rom. 2,4. 


Erasmus’ initial choice of longanimitate was 
anticipated by Manetti. 

22 apparata katTnpticpéva (“apta” late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate use of an adjective was less 
appropriate for rendering the Greek partici- 
ple. In Annot., Erasmus suggested either apta- 
ta or parata. In Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 
LB IX, 1004 C-D, he also recommended prae- 
parata, He elsewhere uses apparatus in rendering 
Enpticpévos at 2 Tim. 3,17. In Valla Annot., 
Manetti and Lefévre, the use of aptata was 
preferred, as in the earlier Vulgate. 


23 et xal (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission is 
supported by few mss. other than cod. B. The 
insertion of ef was also made by Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


23 notas faceret yvwpion (“ostenderet” Vg.). 
This change produces consistency with the 
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EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS  9,21-28 


Vulgate rendering of yvoopiZo in the previous 
verse. Elsewhere Erasmus sometimes replaces 
notum facio with expressions such as certiorem 
reddo or expono, e.g. at Col. 4,7, 9, with a degree 
of stylistic freedom which he rejects at the 
present passage. Here, he has the same render- 
ing as Lefèvre. Manetti put notificaret. 


23 erga tri (“in” 1516 = Vg.). See on Act. 3,25. 


23 praeparauerat mpontolpacey ("praeparauit" 
Vg.). Erasmus improves the sequence of tenses. 
For his use of the pluperfect, see on Zoh. 1,19. 


23 gloriam 5ó&av. In Annot., Erasmus reports 
a Greek variant adding aUTo0, as found in 
codd. 1, 2816°" and a few other late mss., but 
he objected to this as being repetitious. 


24 nimirum nos uðs ("nos" 1516 = Vg. mss.; 
omitted in Vg. 1527). The omission of zos by 
the 1527 Vulgate column was also made in the 
Froben Vulgates of 1491 and 1514. In Annot., 
Erasmus indicates the omission of fju&s from 
some Greek mss., though his Basle mss. all con- 
tain this word. The addition of nimirum makes 
a smoother connection with what precedes. 
Lefèvre Comm. began the clause with nos (inquam) 
quos et vocauit. 


24 verum &XA& ("sed" Vg.). See on Iob. 15,24. 


24 xoi &€. The omission of these two words in 
1519 seems to have been accidental, with no 
accompanying change in the Latin rendering. 
All Erasmus’ Basle mss, as well as cod. 3, 
contain the words. 


25 quemadmodum cs (“sicut” Vg). See on 
Rom. 1,13. This change follows the rendering 
of Lefévre. Manetti had vt. 


25 Osee Ev 1 'Qon£ ("in Osee" Vg.). Erasmus’ 
omission of iz may have been accidental, as it 
misleadingly makes Osee (an indeclinable name) 
appear to be the subject of dicit. The Vulgate 
rendering is more literal. 


25 populum qui meus non erat, populum meum 
tov oU Aadv pou, Aaóv pou (“non plebem 
meam, plebem meam" Vg.). By employing a 
subordinate clause, Erasmus makes the passage 
more intelligible. For the substitution of populum 
for plebem, see on Act. 2,47. Lefévre had non 
populum meum, populum meum. 


25 et eam quae dilecta non erat, dilectam «od thy 
ook hyamnuévnv, hyatnuévny (“et non dile- 
ctam, dilectam: et non misericordiam consecu- 
tam, misericordiam consecutam" late Vg.). For 
Erasmus' substitution of a subordinate clause, 
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see the previous note. The Vulgate's six addi- 
tional words concerning misericordia (apparently 
adapted from 1 Petr. 2,10) lack Greek support. 
See Annot., and also Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, 
ASD IX, 4, pp. 225-6, 11. 624-641, and Apolog. 
resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, pp. 170-2, ll. 121- 
151. The passage is listed among the Quae Sint 
Addita. Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre had just et 
non dilectam: dilectam. 


26 dictum fuerat tpptOn (“dictum est" Vg.). For 
Erasmus' preference for the pluperfect, see on 
Tob. 1,19. 


26 populus meus hads uou ("plebs mea” Vg.). 
See on vs. 25. Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same substitution. 


26 viuentis Léov Tos (“viui” Vg.). See on Act. 1,3, 
and Annot. This change was also made by 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


27 super “Ttép (“pro” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,5, and 
Annot. 


27 vt cs (“tanquam” Vg.). A similar substitution 
occurs at Mc. 12,31, 33. Erasmus quite often 
retains tanquam for ws, but no doubt considered 
it less suitable here, for the purpose of a 
numerical comparison. 


27 saluae erunt ocoüfjoeroa (“saluae fient" Vg.). 
The verb fio is similarly replaced by sum at Mc. 
10,26; Rom. 11,26 (both in 1519). Elsewhere 
Erasmus sometimes retains saluus fio, or even 
substitutes it for saluus sum, e.g. at Mt. 10,22. 
Manetti put saluabuntur. 


28 Sermonem ddyov (“Verbum” Vg). See on 
Iob. 1,1, and Annot., where Erasmus follows 
Valla Annot. in complaining of the confusion 
caused by the juxtaposition of verbum (neuter 
accusative) and consummans (masculine nomi- 
native). Lefévre made the same change. 


28 perficiens cuv T&AGv (“consummans” Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs in rendering 1eAéco 
at Rom. 2,27 (1516 only), émiteAgw at Rom. 
15,28, e&ctroteAéw at Jac. 1,15, and TeAgide at 
lac. 2,22. At other passages, consummo is retained. 
See on 2 Cor. 8,6, and Annot. The rendering 
of Lefèvre had qui... consumat. 

28 cum èv (“in” 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus in this 
way avoids the possibility of iz iustitia being 
confused with iniustitia: see on Act. 17,31, and 
also on Rom. 1,4. 


28 iustitia Sixaioouvn (“aequitate” Vg.). See on 
Act. 17,31. Manetti and Lefévre both made this 
change. 
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óri Aóyov cuvrerumMévov morosi 
KUplos mì tis ys. ^ Pkol Kaos 
Tposipnkev “Hoatas, Ei pfi) KUpios 


Zapac9 éyKxaréAitrev piv oméppa, 
Òs Zóðopa àv yevńðnpev, Kal ws 
l[ópoppa àv dpoicenusv. 

Ti otv épotuev; Stl Hvn và 
ut, Stakovta Sikaioovvnv, KatéAaPe 
Sikaioouvny, Sikaiocovvny S& Tüv èk 
tiotews. Llopat SÈ Siwkov vóuov 
Sikaioowvns, eis voyov Sika1ocuvns 
oùk epbace. 32 Siati; ÖT? oUKk èk 
miotews, GAA’ ws èE Épyowv vópov. 
Tpocékoyav yàp TO | Að ToU 
Tpookéyyatos. kaas yéyparto, 
"Bou riðny v 2v Af0ov mpoo- 
KóupaTtoşs, Kal métpav cKaVvddAou' 
Kal was ó TicTEUQV mT oUTÓ, oÙ 
Karraioxuverjoerod. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


quoniam sermonem abbreuiatum fa- 
ciet dominus in terra. ”Et quem- 
admodum prius dixit Hesaias: Nisi 
dominus Sabaoth reliquisset nobis se- 
men, vt Sodoma facti fuissemus, et 
Gomorrhae assimilati fuissemus. 

9 Quid igitur dicemus? Quod gen- 
tes quae non sectabantur iustitiam, 
apprehenderunt iustitiam: iustitiam 
autem eam quae est ex fide. *!Con- 
tra, Israel, qui sectabatur legem iusti- 
tiae, ad legem iustitiae non peruenit. 
2 Propter quid? Quia non ex fide, sed 
tanquam ex operibus legis. Impege- 
runt enim in lapi|dem offendiculi. 
3 Quemadmodum scriptum est: Ecce 
pono in Sion lapidem offendiculi, et 
petram offensionis: et omnis qui credit 
in eo, non pudefiet. 


28 sermonem B-E: verbum A | 29 prius dixit B-E: praedixit A | Hesaias E: Esaias A-D | 
Gomorrhae D E: Gomorrae.A-C | 32 tanquam B-E: om. A 


28 quoniam &11 (“quia” Vg.). Erasmus no doubt 
wished to ensure that this clause was understood 
in a causal sense, rather than as an indirect 
statement: see on Rom. 8,21. The same change 
was made by Manetti. 


28 sermonem Aóyov (“verbum” 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Job. 1,1. Lefévre had already made this 
substitution. 


28 abbreuiatum cuvtetpnpévov ("breuiatum" 
Vg.). This change was made in order to achieve 
consistency with the Vulgate use of abbreuio 
earlier in the sentence, although this verb does 
not occur in classical usage. A similar sub- 
stitution occurs in rendering koAopóco at Mc. 
13,20. At Mt. 24,22 (1519), Erasmus preferred 
to use decurto. Manetti and Lefèvre both made 
the same change. 


28 in terra ti Tis yñs ("super terram" Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at Mt. 16,19; 
23,9 (1522); Mc. 4,1; Eph. 6,3; Hebr. 8,4; 11,13; 
12,25, and also in rendering &rri tiv yñv at 
Mt. 15,35. At eighteen other passages Erasmus 


retains super terram, but nowhere in the Pauline 
Epistles. 


29 quemadmodum xa&cos ("sicut" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre had vt. 


29 prius dixit wposipnkev (“praedixit” 1516 
- Vg). This change is comparable with the 
replacement of praedico by ante dico at 2 Cor. 
7,3; Gal 1,9 (1519); 1 Thess. 4,6; and by 
antehac dico at Iud. 17. Elsewhere Erasmus 
usually retains praedico. In the present context, 
perhaps, he wished to avoid the word being 
taken as the equivalent of “prophesied” or 
“preached”. 


29 ut cos (“sicut” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,21. 


29 facti fuissemus tyevhðnpev ("facti essemus" 
Vg.) Erasmus produces consistency with the 
use of fuissemus later in the sentence. Ambro- 
siaster had just fuissemus here. 


29 Gomorrhae assimilati fuissemus os l'ópoppa 
äv dpoiwOnuev ("sicut Gomorra similes fuisse- 
mus" Vg.). By using assimilati, Erasmus more 


LB 618 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS  9,28-33 


accurately conveys the sense “we were made 
to be like" (or "were likened to") rather than 
“we were like". At Mt. 6,8, by contrast, he 
replaces assimilart by efficiamini similes. Else- 
where he substitutes assimilo at Mt. 7,26; 11,16; 
13,24, following the example of the Vulgate 
at Mt. 7,24; 18,23; Mc. 4,30. He retains similis 
with various verbs at Mt. 22,2; 25,1; Lc. 7,31; 
13,18, 20. Manetti and Lefèvre followed the 
Vulgate, except that Manetti added vtique after 
Gomorra, and Lefèvre put essemus for fuissemus. 


30 igitur ov (“ergo” Vg.). See on Iob. 6,62. 


30 eam quae est Ttjv (“quae ... est" Vg.). Erasmus 
makes it clearer that the "righteousness from 
faith" was a distinct form of righteousness, 
rather than a definition of righteousness in 
general. Lefévre just had quae, omitting est. 


31 Contra, Israel lopat\A Sé ("Israel vero" Vg.). 
See on Joh. 16,20. Erasmus wanted to convey 
a more strongly adversative sense for 6€. Manetti 
and Lefévre had Israel autem. 


31 qui sectabantur 8wokcov ("sectando" late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss). Erasmus' rendering is 
consistent with the use of sectabantur in the 
previous verse. Manetti used sequebantur in 
vs. 30, but persequens here in vs. 31. Lefèvre 
put sectans, as in some mss. of the earlier 
Vulgate. 


31 ad cis ("in" Vg.). A similar substitution of 
ad, after peruenio, occurs at Mt. 12,28, but 
Erasmus uses iv after this verb at Act. 27,8; 
1 Thess. 2,16. 


32 Propter quid Siati ("Quare" Vg). A com- 
parable change occurs in rendering Siati at 
2 Cor. 11,11, where Erasmus replaces guare 
with quapropter. The only other N.T. passage 
where he uses propter quid is in rendering yépiv 
tivos at 1 Job. 3,12, following the Vulgate. 


32 tanquam cos ("quasi" Vg.; 1516 Lat. omits). 
The same substitution occurs at Me. 1,22; 
6,15 (1519); 1 Cor. 3,15; 2 Cor. 3,5; 9,5; Gal. 
3,16; Col. 3,22; Hebr. 13,17; 1 Petr. 1,14 (1519); 
2,13, 16. At other passages, quasi is quite often 
retained. See on Job. 1,32, and Annot. 


32 legis vópou (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by codd. N* A B F G and a 
few later mss. Erasmus’ text follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, with 
Naor D and most later mss. See Annot. The 
question here is whether vópov is a later har- 
monisation influenced by Pauline usage of the 
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phrase 2€ Épycov vóuov at several other passages 
(at Rom. 3,20; Gal. 2,16, etc.), or whether an 
early scribe deliberately or accidentally omitted 
the word. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
correction as Erasmus. 


32 Impegerunt mpooéxoyav (“Offenderunt” 
Vg.). A similar change occurs at Mt. 4,6; Rom. 
14,21; 1 Petr. 2,8, though Erasmus retained 


offendo at Lc. 4,11 in a similar context. In Annot. 
on Rom. 14,21, he observes that offendo is 
ambiguous, as it can mean "cause offence", 
which is the opposite of the meaning required 
by the context ("be caused to stumble"). For 
this double sense, see also Erasmus Parapbr. in 
Eleg. Laur. Vallae, ASD I, 4, p. 286, ll. 204-206 
(and cf. Valla Elegantiae, V, 2). At the present 
passage, Lefévre put repulerunt. 


32 offendiculi toG mpockóuporros (“offensio- 
nis” Vg.). A similar change occurs in vs. 33, 
in conformity with Vulgate usage at Rom. 
14,13, 20; 1 Cor. 8,9. Erasmus uses offensio to 
render oxcvSadov in vs. 33, and tpooKoTrh at 
2 Cor. 6,3. 


33 Quemadmodum xagcos (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre made the same change. 


33 offendiculi wpocxóuparos (“offensionis” 
Vg.). See on vs. 32. 


33 offensionis oxavBáAov (“scandali” Vg.). Eras- 
mus objected to scandalum, as it did not occur 
in classical Latin usage, and was simply a 
transliteration of the Greek word. In 1516, he 
replaced scandalum with obstaculum at Mt. 16,23; 
with offendiculum at Mt. 18,7 (part); Rom. 11,9; 
1 Cor. 1,23; 1 lob. 2,10; with lapsus occasio at 
Rom, 14,13; and with in quem impingitur at 
1 Petr. 2,8. Then in 1519, he replaced fur- 
ther instances of scandalum with offendiculum 
at Mt. 13,41; 18,7 (part); Lc. 17,1; Gal. 5,11, 
in keeping with Vulgate usage at Rom. 16,17. 
By 1522, Erasmus retains scandalum only at 
Ap. Iob. 2,14, as this book was less thoroughly 
revised. See on scandalizo at lob. 6,61, and 
Annot. on Mt. 16,23 and also Annot. on the 
present passage. 


33 in eo Er. atte (“in eum" Vg.). Erasmus 
here distinguishes èm owté from the more 
usual èm? atrtév or els ovtdv. A similar 
change occurs at Rom. 10,11 (1516 only); 
1 Petr. 2,6. 


33 pudefiet «areuoxuveioerai ("confundetur" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 5,5, and Annot. 
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1 ASeAgoi,  pev evSoKia Tis 

ipfjs Kapdias, Kal 14 énos 
fj vpós tov 9&óv, Utrép ToU lopa- 
NA omv eis corTnplav.  ?paprupó 
yàp avtois Sti CijAov Ceo Exouow, 
GAA’? ot kar Emíyvooiw.  ?&yvooüv- 
Tes yap thy to oŭ Sixaioct- 
vnv, kal T^v iðiav Sixmoouvny Gn- 
ToUvTes oTfjcon, Ti SiKaocuvn ToU 
Geol oby únmerdynoav. ‘*TéA0s yap 
vóuou Xptotos eis BikodocUvnv mavti 
TO) TricTEUOVTI. 

5Moofjs yàp ypáqpe thy Sixo1ocv- 
vnv tiv k tot vópou, ómi 6 momoa 
ota &vOpoxos, Gero èv atvtois. 


10,2 ov restitui: ouk A-E 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


10 Fratres, propensa quidem vo- 
luntas cordis mei, et depre- 


catio quae fit ad deum, pro Israel 
est ad salutem. 2 Testimonium 
enim illis perhibeo, quod studium 
dei habent, sed non secundum 
scientiam. *Nam ignorantes dei 
iustitiam, et propriam iustitiam 
quaerentes constituere, iustitiae dei 
non fuerunt subditi.  *Nam perfe- 
ctio legis, Christus, ad iustificatio- 


nem omni credenti. 

5Moses enim scribit de iusti- 
tia quae est ex lege quod qui 
fecerit ea homo, viuet per illa. 


10,3 quaerentes B-E: querentes A | 4 Nam perfectio B-E: Finis enim A | 5 de iustitia B-E 
(de iusticia B-D): iusticiam A | per illa B-E: in illis A 


10,1 propensa quidem voluntas 4 tv e06okia 
("voluntas quidem" Vg.). Erasmus wishes to 
convey the added emphasis of the prefix ev-. 
In Annot., he observes that there is no precise 
Latin equivalent for evSoxia. Elsewhere he uses 
propensus (“eager”) in rendering Tolos Exo, 
iueipopon, Trpo89Upos, and piAdotopyos. Manet- 
ti, omitting quidem, tried bona voluntas, a phrase 
used by the Vulgate at Lc. 2,14, but less suited 
to the present context. 

1 deprecatio ù Sénois ("obsecratio" Vg.). This 
substitution occurs also at Le. 2,37 (1519); Epb. 
6,18; 1 Tim. 2,1, in accordance with Vulgate 
usage at Lc. 1,13; Jac. 5,16. However, Erasmus 
elsewhere retains obsecratio at several passages. 
See further on Act. 1,14. Manetti made the 
same change. 


1 quae fit À (Vg. omits), Erasmus provides an 
expanded rendering, to convey the sense of the 
Greek construction, which lacks a verb. The 
Vulgate may reflect a Greek text in which Ñ is 
omitted, as in P“ N A B D FG and a few 
other mss. Erasmus' Greek text follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816 and 
most other late mss. 


1 pro Israel est Sip ToU "loposjA torv (“fit 
pro illis" Vg.). The Vulgate follows a Greek text 


substituting avtdév for tot 'loporjA, as in 
PHN A B D FG and a few other mss.; some 
of these also omit &o'iv. It has been suggested 
that the words tot "lopotjÀ were a later ex- 
planatory comment, designed to connect this 
verse with the references to Israel in Rom. 
9,27, 31. However, it could also be said that 
100 'loparjA has the merit of being a lectio 
difficilior, as the use of the singular is not in 
grammatical agreement with the plural pronoun, 
avTois, in vs. 2. An earlier scribe who found 
ToU "loparjA in his exemplar might therefore 
have thought of substituting aùt&v in order 
to achieve harmony with the immediate context. 
Erasmus again follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
accompanied by 1, 2105, 2816 and most other 
late mss. See also Annot. Both Manetti and 
Lefévre made the same change. 


1 ad (2nd.) els (“in” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,16. 
This substitution was already made by Lefévre. 


2 Testimonium ... illis perbibeo papTup@ ... avrog 
("Testimonium .. perhibeo illis" Vg.). This 
change of word-order was not required by the 
Greek text, though it has the advantage of 
placing the verb immediately before the indirect 
statement which depends upon it. Manetti put 
Testificor ... eis. 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS . 10,1-5 

2 studium Gov ("aemulationem quidem" late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of quidem lacks 
Greek ms. support. The Vulgate use of aemulatio, 
whether in the sense of “imitation” or “jealousy”, 
was unsuited to the context, as pointed out 
in Annot. See also Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
LB IX, 1004 D. Similar substitutions of studium 
occur at 2 Cor. 7,7; Phil. 3,6. At Col. 4,13, Eras- 
mus puts studium in place of labor, at 2 Cor. 


9,2, he tries exemplum. At 2 Cor. 11,2, he adopts 
zelus, in accordance with Vulgate usage at Joh. 
2,17; Act. 5,17; 13,45; Iac. 3,14, 16, and this was 
the word which Manetti and Lefévre employed 
at the present passage (zelum, omitting quidem). 


3 Nam ignorantes &yvootwtes yap ("Ignorantes 
enim" Vg.). See on Joh. 3,34. This change fol- 
lows the wording of Lefévre. 


3 dei iustitiam tiv ToU. Beco Sikaioovvny 
("iustitiam dei” late Vg.). Erasmus’ word-order 
is closer to the Greek, producing agreement 
with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and 
Manetti. 


3 propriam iustitiam tiv iBlav Bikot00Uvnv 
("suam" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects the omis- 
sion of BiKkoiocUvnv at this point, as in 
codd. A B D and nineteen later mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 
1, 2105, 2816 and about 550 other mss., com- 
mencing with P“ N G. (see Aland Die Pauli- 
nischen Briefe vol. 1, pp. 370-3). Although the 
meaning is sufficiently clear without this addi- 
tional Sıkaiocúvnyv, the extra word brings a 
heightened emphasis, and is in keeping with 
the apostle’s use of 6ikaicoUvrny several times 
in Rom. 9,30. The shorter reading may have 
arisen from the tendency of some early scribes 
to abbreviate phraseology which they considered 
to be unduly repetitious. The same tendency 
may also account for the omission of Bikato- 
cUvns (2nd.) by some mss. in Rom. 9,31. See 
also Annot. For proprius, see further on lob. 
1,11. Erasmus here followed the version of 
Lefévre. Manetti had the word-order propriam 
querentes statuere tustitiam. 


3 constituere otoa (“statuere” Vg). Cf. on 
2 Cor. 13,1, where Erasmus uses constituo to re- 
place sto in rendering the same Greck verb. This 
change follows the wording of Ambrosiaster. 


3 fuerunt subditi jreré&yvoav ("sunt subiecti" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 8,7. 

4 Nam perfectio TéAos yap ("Finis enim" 1516 
= Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus argues that the sense 
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of consummation, or perfection, is better suited 
to the context, on analogy with téAcios. He 
makes a similar change at Hebr. 6,11. 


4 iustificationem Bikoioouvny (“iustitiam” Vg). 
This change is not an improvement, especially 
as iustitia is retained in vss. 3 and 5. See on 
Rom. 4,9. 


5 Moofis. This is the spelling of cod. 2817, 
and also 2105. In 1516 Annot., it is Motors, 
following cod. 2815, together with 1, 2816 and 
many other mss. 


5 scribit ypdqer (“scripsit” Vg.). Erasmus is 
more accurate as to the tense here. See Annot. 
The same change was proposed by Valla Annot., 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


5 de iustitia quae est ex lege, quod qui fecerit ea thy 
BikoiocUvny Thy & ToU vópov, TI 6 Toas 
owtdé ("quoniam iustitiam quae ex lege est, qui 
fecerit" Vg.; "iusticiam quae est ex lege, quod 
qui fecerit ea" 1516). The Vulgate word-order 
is supported by codd. X * A D" and a few later 
mss., which place 671 before riv 8ikotooUvnv 
and omit ojrá. In Annot., Erasmus suggests 
that the Greek text underlying the Vulgate rep- 
resented an alteration by a reader who objected 
to the use of Thy Sikaioowvny as an object of 
ypager, and to the use of the plural pronoun 
ouTé after a singular antecedent ("offensus ab- 
surda sermonis specie"). He follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, in company with 1 and 2816, and 
also 38:6 D F G and most other mss. The 
wording of codd. X ©" B is the same as Eras- 
mus’ text, apart from their omission of tod 
(which also happens to be omitted in 1516 
Annot.). He seems to refer to this passage in the 
Loca Manifeste Deprauata (where he cites only 
the words Moses enim scripsit). See also Resp. ad 
collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 1004 D-E. The Vulgate 
word-order was similarly corrected by Valla 
Annot., suggesting iusticiam quae est ex lege, 
quoniam (or ... quod) qui fecerit ea, while Lefèvre 
put iustitiam quae ex lege est, quod qui ea fecerit. 
Manetti had quod iustitiam que ex lege est quicun- 
que seruauerit ea. 


5 &v8porros. In Annot., Erasmus cites the text 
as 6 GvOpwrros, without support from the 
Basle mss. 

5 per illa £v atrtois (“in ea" Vg.; "in illis" 1516). 
The Vulgate reflects a Greek variant, &v oti}, 
as in codd. N * A B and a few other mss. The 
substitution of aùt may have been influenced 
by the lack of a plural antecedent, in those 
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SH è èk miotews BikoiooUvn, oŭ- 
Tos Aéyer, Mh mns êv Tfj Kapdic 
cou, Tis dvoBioeta eis TÓv oUpa- 
vóv; ToUT' got! Xpiotòv Katayayeiv. 
74, Tís karaßhoerar els thv &pucoov; 
ToUT’ foti Xpiotov èk vexpdv dvaya- 
yev. *é&AA& ti Atys; Eyyus cou TÒ 
ġñuá éotiv èv TH oTópari cou, Kal 
év TH KapSia cou. roUT' fori TÒ $i- 
ua Tis miotews, Ó knpüccousv, ?óm 
t&v ópoAoyrjogs iv 1H otdyati cou 
Küpiov 'Incoüv, Kal motevons èv Ti 
Kapdia cou ÓTi 6 9:65 awròv fjye- 
pev èk vexpdv, oo0/on. V xapbío 
yap TüoTsUerod eis SBikodocUvnv, oró- 
part 58 dpodo|yeita sis ocrnpíav. 
"Aéyg yàp fj ypaph, Mas ó miotev- 
wv èT atta, oU karoaicyuvefjoeran. 
Po) ydp iori SiacTOA} "lovBaiou te 
xal "EAAQvos ó yàp atrrds KUpios 
TrevTwv, TÀouTOV tlg Trávrasg TOUS 
&mikaAoupévous aüróv Baras yap 
Os dv étikoAgonta: TÒ Svoua kupíou, 
owbt\ceTa. 


6 Caeterum B-E: Ceterum A | 


coelum B-E: celum A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


$Caeterum quae ex fide est iusti- 
tia, ea sic loquitur Ne dixeris 
in corde tuo, Quis ascendet in 
coelum? Hoc est, Christum ex 
alto deducere. "Aut, quis descendet 
in abyssum? Hoc est, Christum 
ex mortuis reducere. Sed quid 
dicit? Prope te verbum est in ore 
tuo et in corde tuo. Hoc est, 
verbum fidei, quod praedicamus: 
?nempe si confessus fueris ore 
tuo dominum Iesum, et credideris 
in corde tuo, quod deus illum 
excitauit a mortuis, saluus eris. 
V Corde enim creditur ad  iustiti- 
am, ore autem confessio | fit ad 
salutem. "Dicit enim scriptura: 
Omnis qui fidit illi, non pude- 
fiet. "Non enim est distinctio 
vel ludaei vel Graeci: nam idem 
dominus omnium, diues in omnes 
inuocantes se: Bquisquis enim 
inuocauerit nomen domini, saluus 
erit. 


7 reducere B-E; subducere A | 


9 ore B-E: in oreA | 11 fidit illi B-E: credit in illo | 13 quisquis enim B-E: Omnis enim 
qui A*, quicunque 4° | saluus erit B-E: saluabitur A 


mss. which had deleted avté& earlier in the 
sentence. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
supported by 1, 2105, 2816, with p% N^?" D 
F G and most other mss. See above (on atta), 
and also Annot. The suggestion of Valla Annot. 
was im ipsis, as adopted by Manetti, while 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had in eis. 


6 Caeterum quae ù Sé ("Quae autem” Vg.). See 
on Act. 6,2. Lefèvre somewhat altered the sense, 
putting De ea autem quae. 


6 ea (Vg. omits). Erasmus adds a pronoun, 
resuming from the earlier guae. 


6 loquitur déyer (“dicit” Vg.). See on Job. 8,27. 
This change avoids the repetition of dico, which 
is used almost immediately afterwards. 


6 Hoc est tot’ čoTi (“id est” Vg.). See on Rom. 
9,8. Erasmus’ wording was in agreement with 
that of Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot. and Manetti. 
The rendering of Lefèvre was hoc significat. 


6 ex alto deducere xatayayeiv (“deducere” Vg.). 
Erasmus adds ex alto for the sake of clarity, 
avoiding the possible misinterpretation of de- 
duco in the sense of "lead away”: cf. Annot. In 
Lefèvre, Christi descensum was substituted for 
Christum deducere. 


7 ex èk ("a" late Vg.). See on Job. 2,22. This 
change agreed with the wording of the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


7 reducere &vayayeiv "reuocare" Vg; “sub- 
ducere" 1516). These changes may be compared 
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with Erasmus' treatment of Hebr. 13,20, where 
he puts subduco in 1516, replaced by reduco 
in 1519. At the present passage, reduco pro- 
vides a more precise rendering, contrasting 
more symmetrically with deduco in vs. 6. See 
Annot., and Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 
1004 E-F. There is also a confused reference 
to this passage in the Vbi Interpres Ausus Sit 
Aliquid Immutare. Erasmus used the same verb 
as Ambrosiaster and Manetti, while Lefévre had 
reductionem. 


8 dicit Aéyer ("dicit scriptura" late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate corresponds 
with the addition of fj ypaqi after Aéyei in 
cod. D and a few later mss., or before Aéyet in 
codd. F G. In Annot., Erasmus describes scriptu- 
ra as an explanatory addition, while accepting 
that it suited the context. As in vs.7, this 
passage was assigned to the Vbi Interpres Ausus 
Sit Aliquid Immutare. Lefèvre omitted scriptura, 
and put ait for dicit. 


8 te cou (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
lacks support from Greek mss.: cf. Annot. The 
rendering of Lefévre made the same correction 
as Erasmus. 


8 verbum est TÒ biu &oriw ("est verbum" Vg.). 
Erasmus' rendering is in accordance with the 
Greek word-order. Lefévre, again, had already 
made this change. 


9 nempe S11 (“quia” Vg). See on Rom. 1,32. 
Manetti substituted Quod. 


9 confessus fueris buodoy tons (“confitearis” Vg.). 
By substituting the future perfect tense, Erasmus 
produces consistency with the use of credideris 
later in the sentence. 


9 ore tv TH o TÓuai (“in ore” 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Job. 1,26 for the instrumental sense of èv. 


9 credideris in corde tuo Motevons Ev TH Kap- 
Sig cou (“in corde tuo credideris" Vg.). Eras- 
mus’ rendering, which reproduces the Greek 
word-order, was the same as that of Ambrosi- 
aster and Manetti, while Lefévre put credas in 
corde tuo. 


9 excitauit fyyeipev (“suscitauit” late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). See on Act. 17,31. Erasmus’ 
wording agreed with the earlier Vulgate and 
Ambrosiaster. 

11 qui fidit illi 6 Tmoteveov imt aùr& ("qui 
credit in illum" Vg.; “qui credit in illo" 1516). 
For the comparable substitution of confido for 
credo at two other passages, see on Joh. 6,47. 
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This change produces an inconsistency with 
credit in eo, which Erasmus adopted in trans- 
lating the same Greek phrase at Rom. 9,33. In 
Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB YX, 1005 A-B, he 
argued that fidit was more appropriate in the 
present context (i.e. as expressing "faith" rather 
than mere “belief”), and objected that credere 
in illum was a non-classical turn of phrase. In 
1516, the use of ix illo gave a more literal 
rendering than the Vulgate, in representing èt 
outa. Manetti and Lefèvre both put qui credit 
in eum. 


11 pudefiet xaraioyuvðńoeTa (“confundetur” 
Vg.). See on Rom. 5,5, and Annot. 


12 vel ludaei vel Graeci "louSaiou te Kal 
“EAAnvos ("Iudaei et Graeci" Vg.). A similar 
use of vel... vel, in rendering te Kal, occurs 
at 1 Cor. 1,2. In Annot. on the present passage, 
Erasmus observes that the Greek phrase is more 
emphatic. See further on Act. 1,1. Lefèvre put 
Iudaei atque gentilis. 

12 inuocantes se Tous &rikoAoUuEvous aùÙTóv 
("qui inuocant illum" Vg.). Here, Erasmus’ 
rendering closely follows the participial form 
of the Greek expression. The reflexive pronoun, 
se, provided a more idiomatic means of referring 
back to the subject. Manetti and Lefèvre, for 
a similar reason, substituted ipsum for illum. 


13 quisquis wis ... Ss ("Omnis ... quicunque" 
Vg; "Omnis ... qui" 1516 text). In the 1516 
errata, it is stated that the reading should be 
quicunque inuocauerit, which at first sight appears 
to be intended to restore the Vulgate wording. 
However, the line number cited in the errata 
("versu 14") might suggest that Erasmus wanted 
quicunque to replace Omnis enim qui, since 
Omnis is the last word of line 14 on the relevant 
page of the 1516 edition. The problem with 
this is that it would introduce an inaccuracy 
by omitting enim. Erasmus’ later substitution 
of quisquis avoids the repetition of omnis qui 
from vs. 11. Other such omissions of omnis 
occur e.g. at Col. 3,17, 22. For his use of quisquis 
elsewhere, see further on Job. 4,14. The wording 
of the 1516 text, Omnis enim qui, was identical 
with the rendering offered by both Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


13 saluus erit owðńoetai (“saluabitur” 1516). 
A similar shift to saluabitur in 1516, and back 
again to saluus erit in 1519, occurs at Mc. 16,16. 
For Erasmus’ later removal of the verb, saluo, 
see on Job. 3,17. Manetti anticipated the wording 
of Erasmus’ 1516 edition at the present passage. 
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MT[Oc otv i&moAécovroi eis öv 
oùk étriotevoav; tras Ob tTioTevoou- 
civ oU otk i|koucav; Tras 5E dkou- 
couci ywpis knpüccovTos; tds 
Se KnpvEovow, àv pt) é&mrocToAG- 
ci; Kaas yéypatrrai, ‘Os pation 
oi Tó8e; TóÓv svayyediGouévev el- 
püvnv, tæv  sjayysAijouévov TÈ 
&y af. AAA? oU rávres ůTń- 
Koucav Ta evayyeAlo. “Hoatas yàp 
Aéyel, Küpie, tis émiotevoe ti ékofj 


fiuóv; Vapa f$ tlotis i£ óxofje 
fj è  ókoà ix üueros @eoŭ. 
BRAAG Ayo, uh oùk fjkoucav; 


uevoUvye eis Tcov thy yfjv é€- 
fjA0ev ó @PBdyyos avTdy, xol eis 
Tà  mépara Tfj; olkoupévns TA 
Phuora  ovTdv. DAANA Aéyoo, 
M oùk Éyvo lopañ;  TpóTos 
Moots Atys, Eyo  TapaójnAooo 
Upas m’ oùk Ove, étri Eve &ov- 
véro Trapopyid ÜUgós. ™‘Hoatas öè 


15 atrootaAwo B-E: amrooroAAco: A 


16 Hesaias E: Esaias A-D | 


sermonibus nostris B-E; auditis nobis ÆA | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


"Quomodo igitur  inuocabunt 
eum, in quem non crediderunt? 
Quomodo autem credent ei, de quo 
non audierunt? Quomodo autem au- 
dient absque praedicante? 5 Quomo- 
do autem praedicabunt, nisi missi 
fuerint? Sicut scriptum est: Quam 
speciosi pedes annunciantium pa- 
cem, annunciantium bona. 16 At 
non omnes obedierunt euangelio. 
Hesaias enim dicit: Domine quis cre- 
didit sermonibus nostris? ^ "Ergo 
fides, ex auditu est auditus autem 
per verbum dei. "Sed dico, an non 
audierunt? Atqui in omnem terram 
exiuit sonus eorum, et in fines orbis 
terrarum verba illorum. Sed dico, 
nunquid non cognouit Israel? Primus 
Moses dicit: Ego ad aemulationem 
prouocabo vos per gentem quae non 
est gens, per gentem stultam ad iram 
commouebo vos.  ?'Hesaias autem 


19 Israel B-E: 


israhel A | per gentem quae ... stultam B-E: in non gente, in gente stulta £ | 20 Hesaias E: 


Esaias 4-D 


14 igitur oŭv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Job. 6,62. 

14 eum, in quem sis dv (“in quem” Vg.). Erasmus 
adds a pronoun to expand the meaning of the 
elliptical Greek expression. The same change 
was made by Lefèvre. 


14 Quomodo autem (1st.) tas Sé ("Aut quomo- 
do” Vg.). The Vulgate rendering might suggest 
a Greek text having 4 trdds, but this has little 
support from Greek mss. (cf. Ñ was Sé in 
codd. F G). Manetti and Lefévre Comm. both 
made the same substitution as Erasmus. 

14 ei de quo oŭ (“ei quem" Vg). Erasmus’ 
rendering is better suited to the context, which 
refers to hearing a preacher rather than hearing 
the voice of the Lord directly. See Annot. 


14 absque ywopis ("sine" Vg.). See on Rom. 3,21. 


15 autem Sé ("vero" Vg.). Erasmus is more con- 
sistent in translating this sequence of adversative 


particles which began in vs. 14. Manetti made 
the same change. 

15 missi fuerint &vroo taAdoi (“mittantur” Vg.). 
By using the future perfect tense, Erasmus' ren- 
dering more accurately reflects the sense of the 
Greek aorist subjunctive. The reading é&to- 
oTaAAd@o1 in 1516 appears to be a misprint, 
as Erasmus’ Basle mss. all had &rrooroAóGoci. 


15 annunciantium (twice) Gv elayyeAifoue- 
vov (“euangelizantium” Vg.). See on Act. 5,42. 
The verb annuncio was used by the Vulgate at 
the parallel passage in Js. 52,7. See Annot. 


16 At &Ad’ (“Sed” Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 


16 obedierunt üikoucav ("obediunt" late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss.). In 1516-27 Annot., Erasmus 
objects to the use of the present tense to render 
the Greek aorist. In 1535 Annot., following 
Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 1005 B, he 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS 10,14 -20 
concedes that this might be among the passages 
where the aorist refers to a past action which 
continues into the present. The use of obedierunt 
was advocated by Valla Ænnot., Manetti and 
Lefévre Comm. 


16 sermonibus nostris Ti &kotfj hydv (“auditui 
nostro" Vg.; "auditis nobis" 1516). See on Job. 
12,38, and Annot. The Vulgate rendering was 
placed among the Soloecismi, on the grounds 
that auditus, in Latin usage, meant the faculty 
of hearing rather than the content of what was 
heard, and therefore could not in itself be an 
object of belief. For Erasmus' defence against 
the objections of Stunica and Titelmans, see 
Epist. apolog. adv. Stun., LB IX, 398 D-E; Resp. 
ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 1005 B-1006 B. 


17 ex auditu est &&€ &xotis ("ex auditu" Vg.). 
Erasmus supplies a verb, for the sake of clarity. 


17 dei 8eoŭ ("Christi" Vg.). The Vulgate follows 
a Greek text having XpicToO, as exhibited by 
pd N * B C D* and a few later mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 
1, 2105, 2816, with N ©" A D^ and most later 
mss. The phrase patos XpioroU has been 
commended as a lectio difficilior, because this is 
the only place in the N.T. where the expression 
is used (cf. also Aóyos tol Xpiotoŭ, found in 
most mss. at Col. 3,16). However, having regard 
to the shortened form in which these words 
appear in N.T. mss. (as XU and ĝu), accidental 
changes from 600 to XpioroÜ as well as from 
XpicToU to 8coU could easily occur. In the 
present instance, 0coU appears better suited to 
the accompanying quotations from Isaiah and 
the Psalms, in vss. 16 and 18: see Annot. Both 
Manetti and Lefèvre put dei. 


18 an ph (“Nunquid” Vg.). This change appears 
to be designed to avoid repetition of the same 
wording in the following verse. Lefévre preferred 
nonne in both places, instead of nunquid non. 


18 Atqui pevoŭvye (“Et quidem" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 7,26 for Erasmus’ use of atqui. At Lc. 11,28, 
where the same Greek particle occurs, he retains 
quinimmo from the late Vulgate, a rendering 
which Lefévre ventured to substitute at the 
present passage. 


18 orbis terrarum ijs oikoupévng ("orbis terrae” 
Vg.). A similar substitution occurs at Hebr. 1,6. 
However, Erasmus retains orbis terrae at Lc. 4,5; 
Hebr. 2,5. Both renderings are equally accu- 
rate. Lefévre, with excessive literalism, put just 
babitatae. 
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18 illorum otrtésv ("eorum" Vg.). This change 
is mainly for the sake of variety, avoiding 
repetition of eorum, which was used earlier in 
the sentence. The same pronoun occurred in 
Ambrosiaster. 


19 non cognouit Israel ouk Eyvco "lopotA ("Israel 
non cognouit" Vg.). The Vulgate may reflect a 
different Greek word-order, lopañ oùk Éyvo, 
as found in P“ N A B C D" F G and some 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, and also D**r 
and most later mss. In Lefévre’s version, this 
sentence was translated as Sed nonne inquam 
cognouit. israel? 

19 Mwoñs. Erasmus’ text here adopts the spel- 
ling of cod. 2817. In his codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 
2816 and most other mss., it is Mwüoñs. 


19 ad aemulationem prouocabo vos TapalnAwou 
tas (“ad aemulationem vos adducam" Vg.). 
This substitution of the more vigorous verb, 
prouoco, is in accordance with Vulgate usage at 
Rom. 11,14. Erasmus further introduces pronoco 
in rendering the same Greek verb at Rom. 
11,11; 1 Cor. 10,22. See Annot. The rendering 
of Lefévre was ad zelum prouocabo vos. 

19 per gentem quae non est gens tm’ ook vai (“in 
non gentem" Vg.; "in non gente" 1516). Erasmus 
expands the wording, for the sake of clarity, 
partly influenced by the Vulgate translation of 
Dt. 32,21, in eo qui non est populus. For per, 
see on Rom. 1,17. In Annot., he argues that 
in non gente is more accurate than the Vulgate 
in representing the Greek dative, and this was 
the wording which he chose for his 1516 Latin 
text, following a suggestion of Valla Annot. and 
Lefèvre. See also Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 
LB IX, 1006 B-C. 


19 per gentem stultam Evi vei douveto (“in 
gentem insipientem" Vg; "in gente stulta" 
1516). For per gentem and in gente, see the 
previous note, and for Erasmus’ rendering of 
&cUveTos, see on Rom. 1,21. The 1516 use of 
in gente stulta was exactly in accordance with the 
Vulgate rendering of Dt. 32,21. In Valla Annot. 
and Lefévre, this phrase was translated in gente 
insipiente. 

19 ad iram commouebo vos Tapopyid ous 
(“in iram vos mittam" Vg.). As at many other 
passages, Erasmus finds a more emphatic word 
to replace the colourless mitto of the Vulgate. 
See on Job. 3,24; Act. 12,4. Manetti and Lefévre 
both proposed irritabo vos, comparable with 
the Vulgate use of irritabo illos at Dt. 32,21. 


LB 621 
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é&ToToAu&, Kal Aéye, EüUpé8nv coi; 
ub uh Gntovow,  £éugavühs éye- 
vóunv Toig gue ph étrepwtdor. 
"4pós BE tov 'lopat Aéyel, “OAnv 
Thy fjuépav eetrétaca tas yeipds 
you Tpos Aaóv atreibotwvra Kal 
&vriMyovra. | 


1 Aéyc oUv, pt) &mocaro ó beds 

Tov Aaóv aüToU; ui) yévorro. 
Kal yap yo ‘lopandAitns cipi, èK 
omépyatos ABpady, uAtis Beviapiv. 
2otK dtrmcato ó G26s Tov Aadv 
autot, öv Trpoéyvo. Å otk olbars, 
èv "EAia Tí Aéyer f) ypagt; cs èv- 
Tuyxaver TH Oe Kata ToU "pom, 
Atywv, ?Küpie, Tous Tpogrjras cou 
a&tréxtewvav, Kai ta Buoiaothpiá cou 


20 erepoorroci A C-E: etrepotwoi B 
11,2 a B-E: xia A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


post hunc audet, ac dicit Inuen- 
tus fui his qui me non quaerebant: 
conspicuus factus sum his qui de 
me non interrogabant. 7! Aduersus 
Israel autem dicit Toto die expan- 
di manus meas ad populum non 
credentem et contradicen | tem. 


1 Dico igitur, num repulit deus 
populum suum? Absit. Nam 
et ego Israelita sum, ex semine 
Abrahae, tribus Beniamin. ?Non 
repulit deus populum suum, quem 
ante agnouerat. An nescitis, de 
Elia quid dicat scriptura? Quomo- 
do interpellat apud deum aduersus 
Israel, dicens: *Domine, prophe- 
tas tuos occiderunt, et altaria tua 


20 ac B-E: et | 21 Aduersus Israel B-E: Ad Israhel A 
11,2 agnouerat B-E: cognouerat A | de B-E:inA | Israel B-E: Israhel A4 


20 post bunc audet &vrovoAu& (“audet” Vg.). 
Erasmus wishes to convey the added sense of 
the Greek prefix &tro-. In Annot., he suggests 
that the implication is that Isaiah was em- 
boldened by the words which had earlier been 
uttered by Moses. 


20 ac kai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 
Lefévre made the same change. 


20 Inuentus fui EGpé&nv ("Inuentus sum" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 4,2. 


20 bis qui me non quaerebant Tois &p£ ui) GryToO- 
oiv (“a non quaerentibus me" late Vg.). This 
change produces greater consistency with his 
qui... non interrogabant in the following clause. 


20 conspicuus factus sum tppavis &yevóunv 
("palam apparui" Vg.). While Erasmus' render- 
ing is closer to the grammatical form of the 
Greek, it is less successful in conveying the 
required sense of a manifestation of God. In 
Annot., he seems to accept apparu as a legitimate 
rendering of the similarly-worded Septuagint 


phrase in Js. 65,2. Manetti rendered éuqavis 
by manifestatus, and Lefévre manifestus, both 
followed by factus sum. 


20 de me tpt (^me" Vg.). Erasmus is less literal 
here. 


21 Aduersus mpós (“Ad” 1516 = Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus refers to the ambiguity of the Greek 
preposition. A similar substitution occurs at 
Me. 12,12 (1519); Le. 5,30; 2 Cor. 5,12; Col. 3,19, 
following the example of the Vulgate at e.g. Act. 
6,1; 11,2; 15,2, where the context indicates a 
degree of hostility. 


21 Toto “Orv ("Tota" Vg.). For the gender of 
dies, see on Iob. 1,29. 


21 et kaí ("sed" late Vg.). The adversative sed 
of the late Vulgate is not explicitly suppor- 
ted by Greek mss. The earlier Vulgate had 
et, this being the reading attributed to the 
Vulgate in Annot., lemma. The same word- 
ing was used by Ambrosiaster (1492), Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 
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EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS 


21 contradicentem àvtihéyovta (“contradicen- 
tem mihi” late Vg.). The added pronoun of the 
late Vulgate again lacks explicit support from 
Greek mss. See Annot. The passage was hence 
assigned to the Quae Sint Addita. The correction 
made by Erasmus agreed with the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster (1492), Manetti and Lefèvre. 


11,1 igitur oŭv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Joh. 6,62. 
Erasmus again uses the same expression as 
Ambrosiaster. 


1 zum yf, ("nunquid" Vg). See on Job. 3,4, 
and Annot. 


1 repulit deus &vtooarro ó beds ("deus repulit" 
late Vg.). Erasmus restores the more literal 
word-order of the earlier Vulgate, also to be 
found in Ambrosiaster. 


1 Abrahae ABpacy ("Abra(h)am" Vg.). See on 
Act. 13,26 for Erasmus’ use of the inflected 
form of this name. Ambrosiaster (1492) and 
Manetti had Abrae. 


1 tribus puħñg ("de tribu" Vg.). Erasmus aims 
at a more literal rendering, omitting the prepo- 
sition, but he creates an unwanted ambiguity, 
as tribus could be misunderstood as a nominative 
(referring back to ego), instead of the intended 
genitive, 


2 populum suum, quem tov Aoóv auToO, bv 
(“plebem suam, quam" Vg.). See on Act. 2,47. 
This change produces consistency with populum 
in vs. 1, and was also advocated by Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


2 ante agnouerat tpoéyve (“praesciuit” late 
Vg.; “ante cognouerat” 1516). See on Act. 26,5. 
The point of using agnosco in the present 
context is that it refers not merely to divine 
foreknowledge of a fact, but also to the recog- 
nition or acknowledgment that the people of 
Israel, in a special sense, belonged to God and 
enjoyed his favour. In 1535 Annot., Erasmus 
conceded that the Greek verb could also refer 
to predestination, a point which he was less 
willing to admit in his previous editions. Cf. 
Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB YX, 1006 D. In 
1516 Annot., he cited the text as rpo&yvcokev, 
without support from his Basle mss.: see on 
Rom. 8,29 for a similar discrepancy. Lefèvre 
used praegnouit. 


2 de év ("in" 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus is less literal 
here. This alteration was perhaps designed to 
avoid giving the impression that "Elias" him- 
self was the author of the account which 
followed. 


10,20 - 11,3 
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2" EA. This spelling, which was introduced in 
1519, does not appear to be derived from mss. 
In codd. 1, 3, 2105, 2815, 2816, 2817 and most 
other mss., it is Aig. Since Erasmus retained 
"'HAías (or “HAias) at all other N.T. occurrences 
of this name, the change at the present passage 
may have resulted from a printer's error, which 
subsequently remained uncorrected. 


2 dicat Mya (“dicit” Vg.). See on Job. 16,18 for 


this use of the subjunctive. 


2 Quomodo cos ("quemadmodum" Vg.). Erasmus 
treats this as the beginning of a supplementary 
indirect question. His rendering is the same as 
that of Ambrosiaster. 


2 apud deum xà» beg ("deum" Vg.). The prepo- 
sition apud was perhaps added to soften the 
force of the preceding verb, interpello, which 
could in other contexts be understood in the 
sense of "interrupt" rather than "beseech" or 
“intercede”. See Annot., and see further on 
Rom. 8,26 (intercedit). Lefèvre solved the problem 
by replacing interpellat with postulat. 


2 aduersus xat& (“aduersum” late Vg.). The 
form more commonly preferred by Erasmus is 
aduersus, though there are ten N.T. passages 
where he retains or introduces the spelling 
aduersum for this preposition. Manetti had the 
same spelling as Erasmus here, while Ambro- 
siaster and Lefévre put contra. 


2 dicens Néyoov (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by codd. N *" A B C D F G and 
some other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, in company with 1, 2105, 2816, and 
also Ñ * and most other mss. This textual vari- 
ation raises the issue of whether some scribes 
inserted A£ycov to alleviate the transition from 
ivruyyxáva to xüpie, or whether the word was 
originally in the text but was excised by a 
corrector who thought that it was an unnecessary 
repetition after the earlier Aċtysı. The word was 
similarly added by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


3 et (1st.) kai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
has support from codd. N* A B C F G and 
some other mss. Erasmus' text follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816, with 
or D and most other mss. The use of Kai 
is more in keeping with the series of conjunc- 
tions used in 1 Rg. 19,10, 14, on which the 
present passage is based, though in other respects 
the apostle does not give an exact quotation of 
the O.T. wording. Both Manetti and Lefèvre 
made the same change. 
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KaTéckouav: Káyc  UTrAcip8rnv mó- 
vos, Kal ZnroUci Thy wuyty you. 
4GAAG TÍ Agyet atta ó yxpnuari- 
cuós; KatéAitrov éyouta émtoKic- 
XlAious avSpas, oftives  oUk kay- 
yav yóvu tů BdodA. ‘ottas ov 
Kal èv TH viv Koupd, Asupya kar 
&Aoyfv xc&pitos yéyovev. ‘el &è 
xapiti, ovKétT: ÈÇ épyov imd À 
XÓpts, ovKét: yivetor ydois. ei 66 
i£ Épyov, oUkéri éotl xópi; md 
TO Épyov, oUkéri éotiv épyov. 

TTi oóv; ô émigntet opor, 
ToUTo oùk émétuyev’ ý St koyi 
emrétuxev, of SE Aorroi éimropo8n- 
cav: = Babes = yéypatrton, “EScxev 
avtois ó O65 mveŭua karavúgews, 
óg0oApoUs ToU uù PBAémewv, kai Ta 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


subruerunt: et ego relictus fui solus, et 
insidiantur vitae meae. *Sed quid dicit 
ei diuinum responsum? Reliqui mihi 
ipsi septem milia virorum, qui non 
inflexerunt genu imagini Baal. Sic 
igitur et in hoc tempore, reliquiae 
secundum electionem gratiae fuerunt. 
$Quod si per gratiam, non iam ex 
operibus: quandoquidem gratia, iam 
non est gratia. Sin ex operibus, iam 
non est gratia: quandoquidem opus, 
iam non est opus. 

"Quid igitur? Quod quaerit Israel, 
hoc non assequutus est: sed electio 
consequuta est, reliqui vero excaecati 
sunt quemadmodum scriptum est: 
Dedit eis deus spiritum compuncti- 
onis, oculos vt non videant, et aures 


3 insidiantur vitae meae B-E: quaerunt animam meam A | 6 alt. iam non D E: non iam A-C. | 


7 Israel B-E: Israhel 4 


3 subruerunt xocrtokoyav ("suffoderunt" Vg.). 
Erasmus wished to avoid the literal sense of 
suffodio, as meaning "dig a tunnel beneath", and 
chose a verb which was more general in applica- 
tion. In Annot., he also mentioned subuerterunt 
as a possible alternative, without mentioning 
that this was the rendering of Lefévre. 

3 relictus fui STreAcipOnv ("relictus sum" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 4,2. 

3 insidiantur vitae meae GyroOo| Thy wuytv 
uou (“quaerunt animam meam" 1516 = Vg.). 
Erasmus again avoids the literal Vulgate ren- 
dering, probably on the grounds that to "seek 
after the soul" might be understood as having 
a beneficial intent, e.g. to seek for a person's 
salvation. He therefore substituted a form of 
paraphrase, adapting a passage which was fami- 
liar to him from Ps. 59,3 (58,4), of which the 
Hebrew is rendered by the Vulgate as insidiati 
sunt animae meae (cf. also 1 Sm. 24,12; 28,9, 
etc.). However, Erasmus retains quaero animam 
for the similar Greek expression at Mt. 2,20. 


4 ei avt ("illi Vg.). See on Rom. 1,28. The 


same substitution was made by Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


4 mibi ipsi taut (“mihi” Vg.). See on Act. 
9,34. Manetti and Lefévre had already made 
this change. 

4 inflexerunt čkauyav (“curuauerunt” Vg). 
Erasmus does not elsewhere use ;zflecto in the 
N.T. The more common verb in such con- 
texts is flecto, as at Rom. 14,11; Eph. 3,14; Phil. 
2,10. 


4 genu yovu (“genua” late Vg. and some Vg. 
mss.). The late Vulgate use of the plural lacks 
Greek ms, support. See Annot. The same change 
was made by Lefévre. 


4 imagini Baal t Béod (“ante Baal” late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss.). In Annot., Erasmus observes 
that the preposition ante is a Latin addition, 
unsupported by the Greek text. He further 
argues, from the presence of the feminine 
article t#, that a second noun must be in- 
serted or understood: presumably he thought 
that this would be elkóvi. Another explanation 
which has sometimes been given for Tt is that 
it stands for vij aloyUvr, while others have 
suggested that Baal was regarded as a female, 
or androgynous, deity. Manetti put ipsi Baal, 
and Lefèvre just Baal. 
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5 igitur ov (“ergo” Vg.). See on lob. 6,62. 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had the same wording 
as Erasmus. 


5 gratiae x&prros ("gratiae dei” late Vg.). The 
late Vulgate addition of dei lacks Greek ms. 
support. See Annot. This passage was included 
in the Quae Sint Addita. Erasmus’ correction 
agreed with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


5 fuerunt yéyovev (“saluae factae sunt” late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss.). The addition of saluae by 
the late Vulgate is, again, unsupported by 
Greek mss. See Annot., and Resp. ad collat. iuv. 
geront., LB IX, 1006 D-E. Like the addition of 
dei, this point also appears in the Quae Sint 
Addita. For the avoidance of facio in rendering 
yivopan, see on Job. 1,15. The word saluae was 
deleted by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


6 Quod si ei 5€ (“Si autem” Vg). See on 
Rom. 2,25. 


6 per gratiam yaoi (“gratia” Vg.). Erasmus 
wishes to avoid gratia being misunderstood as 
a nominative: see Annot. The same change was 
made by Manetti. 


6 non iam ov«éti ("iam non" late Vg.). This 
change was perhaps intended to vary the style, 
in view of further instances of sam non later 
in the verse (the same applies to the use of zon 
iam after Sin ex operibus, in 1516-22). The same 
change was made by Manetti, while Lefévre had 
non amplius. The earlier Vulgate had just non, 
corresponding with ox in 386 and a few later 
mss. 


6 quandoquidem (1st.) érei (“alioquin” Vg.). In 
Annot., Erasmus observes that the Vulgate ren- 
dering would be better suited to ef 56 ur, but 
such a variant lacks Greek ms. support. Manetti 
put quoniam, and Lefèvre quia. 


6 Sin ex operibus, iam non ... iam non est opus 
el B& &€ Épycov ... ovKxét: totiv Epyov (Vg. 
omits; "Sin ex operibus, non iam ... iam non 
est opus" 1516-22). The Vulgate omission is 
supported by P“ N * A C D F G and fourteen 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, accompanied by N *" and more than 520 
later mss., among which were codd. 1, 2105 and 
2816*", Several other variations of wording 
also exist, including that of cod. B which lacks 
ori (1st.) and substitutes x&pis for £pyov, and 
cod. 2816* which omits &rrel TO Épyov oUkéri 
éotiv Epyov. (See Aland Dre Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 1, pp. 375-9). In Annot., Erasmus expressed 
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doubt as to whether the longer reading was 
genuine, partly on the grounds of patristic 
evidence (Origen and Chrysostom) and partly 
based on his understanding of the context. See 
also his Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, 
p. 227, ll. 680-684, and Resp. ad collat. iuv. 
geront., LB IX, 1006 E-F. It would, however, be 
possible to argue that an ancient scribe acci- 
dentally omitted this sentence, or deliberately 
deleted it because he thought it repetitious. The 
disputed words certainly appear to be in accord- 
ance with Pauline style. Manetti put Si autem 
ex operibus, non amplius est gratia, quia opus non 
amplius est opus. Lefèvre offered three slightly 
different versions. His main text had just Er si 
ex operibus: non amplius est gratia (perhaps by 
accident, making the same omission as cod. 
2816"); in the first section of Comm., he added 
the missing words, quia opus non amplius esset 
opus, in the second section of Comm. (the 
Examinatio), he put Si autem ex operibus, non iam 
est gratia, alioqui opus non iam est opus. 

7 igitur otv (“ergo” Vg). See on Job. 6,62. 
Lefévre made the same change. 

7 quaerit tmint (“quaerebat” Vg). The 
imperfect tense of the Vulgate corresponds 
with ére@ntei in cod. G and a few later mss. 
(c£. &rrezy rad in cod. F). Lefèvre put inquirit. 


7 voUTo. This is the reading of cod. 2817, 
together with 1, 2105, 28164 and most other 
mss. In cod. 2815, it is rovrov, also adop- 
ted by a few other late mss. and the Textus 
Receptus. 

7 assequutus est E&ruyv ("est consecutus" Vg.). 
This change is purely for stylistic variety, to 
avoid repetition of consequor later in the sentence. 
Cod. 2815 had étuyev, apparently without 
other ms. support. Lefévre used assequor in both 
parts of this sentence. 


7 reliqui Aormoi (“ceteri” Vg). See on Rom. 
1,13. 

8 quemadmodum xabos (“sicut” Vg.). See ibid. 
8 eis avrtois (“illis” Vg). See on Rom. 1,28. A 
possible reason for this change is that ¿Zis 
might be misunderstood as meaning “the 
former”, i.e. the elect, whereas the context 
requires this sentence to refer to those who 
were mentioned at the end of vs. 7, i.e. those 
who were blinded. Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same change. 


8 kai. This word is omitted in cod. 2815, with 
few other mss. 
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ToU ut) åkoúsv, Écs Tis oTjuepov 
fiuépas. Kal Aoi5 Aéya, levneijroo 
f| tpdtreGa aUTOv eis traylda Kod eis 
6fpav Kai eis ox&v5aAov Kal cis àvr- 
omóbopa attois. “MoKxoticbtytwoav 
oi òpôañpoi aUróv ToU pr) pAémaw, 
Kai TO vóTov aUTOv Sic mavTtÒşŞ 
oUvykapWwyov. 

NAgywo ov, uù értaicay, iva 
méowo; uf) | yévorro: &AAà TH aù- 
TOV mapartrwpatı Á owtnpia Tois 
tOveciv, eis TO TrapatnAdoa avtous. 
Pei S TO mapámropna aUTrOv TAoÜ- 
Tos KOoopou, Kal TO TTNA avTdv 
TAoUTOS iO6vÀv, móow p&XAov TO 
TÀÓpopa aUTOV; 


10 to Æ B-E; tov A* 
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vt non audiant, vsque ad hodier- 
num diem.  ?Et Dauid dicit: Ver- 
tatur mensa illorum in laqueum 
et in captionem et in offendicu- 
lum et in retaliationem ipsis. "Ob- 
tenebrentur oculi eorum, vt non 
videant, et tergum illorum semper 
incurua. 

"Dico igitur, num ideo im |pege- 
runt, vt conciderent? Absit. Sed per 
lapsum illorum salus contigit gen- 
tibus, in hoc vt eos ad aemulan- 
dum prouocaret. ^ "Quod si lapsus 
illorum diuitiae sunt mundi, et di- 
minutio illorum diuitiae gentium, 
quanto magis plenitudo illorum? 


9 Vertatur B-E: Fiat A | retaliationem B-E: retributionem A | 11 ideo impegerunt B-E: sic 
lapsi sunt 4 | conciderent B-E: conciderint A | lapsum illorum B-E: illorum delictum 4 | 


contigit B-E: om. A | 12 lapsus B-E: delictum 4 


8 vsque ad Écs (vsque in” Vg.). See on Act. 1,2 
for Erasmus’ lack of consistency as to the 
preposition after vsque at other passages. The 
same change was made by one of the mss. of 
Manetti’s translation (Urb. Lat. 6). 


9 dicit dye: (“dixit” Vg. 1527). The use of the 
perfect tense in Erasmus’ 1527 Vulgate column, 
following the Froben Vulgate of 1514, is unsup- 
ported by Greek mss. The earlier Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre (both columns) 
all had dicit. 


9 Vertatur evnet (“Fiat” 1516 = Vg.). Com- 
parable instances of the substitution of verto 
("turn") are found at Joh. 2,9 and Rom. 2,25 
(both in 1519). Erasmus prefers to use a verb 
which is more expressive and specific to the 
context than either fio or facto, even though this 
involved a slight departure from the literal 
meaning. 

9 illorum ovt&v ("eorum coram ipsis" late 
Vg.) The late Vulgate addition of coram ipsis 
has minimal support from Greek mss, and 
appears to have originated by harmonisation 


with Ps. 69,22 (68,23). See Annot. The substitu- 
tion of illorum is perhaps mainly for the sake 
of stylistic variety, on this occasion, in view of 
Erasmus’ use of ets in vs. 8. The earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre had just 
eorum. 


9 offendiculum ox&v5oAov ("scandalum" Vg). 
See on Rom. 9,33. 


9 retaliationem &vromóboya (“retributionem” 
1516 = Vg.). In rendering the same Greek word 
at Lc. 14,12 (1519), Erasmus replaces retributio 
with a verb, rependo. In rendering moĝamoSocia, 
at Hebr. 2,2 (1519) he changes retributio to repen- 
satio; at Hebr. 11,26, after replacing remuneratio 
with retributio in 1516, he reverted to remuneratio 
in 1519. He retained retributio for yacQamroBooa 
at Hebr. 10,35. A problem with repensatio, retali- 
atio and retributio, is that none of these words 
occurred in classical usage. Faced with the lack 
of a suitable classical Latin equivalent for 
&vrarróbouo, here, Erasmus preferred retaliatio 
as it had the required connotation of punish- 
ment, whereas retributio had a more neutral 
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sense. Cf. also on vs. 35, below, for his removal 
of retribuo in rendering évtaTroB{Scout. 


9 ipsis av rois (“illis” Vg.). This change, again, 
is mainly for the sake of variety of style, giving 
the sequence eis ... illorum ... ipsis ... eorum ... 
illorum in vss. 8-10. Manetti likewise had ipsis 
here. 


10 Obtenebrentur oxotioðirrwoav ("Obscuren- 


tur” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,21. 


10 vt non to uh ("ne" Vg.). Erasmus preferred 
to understand this as expressing consequence 
rather than intention. His choice of words 
agreed with that of Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 


10 tergum Tò vóyrov (“dorsum” Vg.). The word 
tergum was far more common in classical usage. 
The replacement of tóv by Tó in the 1516 erra- 
ta, a change which was retained in all Erasmus 
later editions, seems to have been an arbitrary 
correction derived from his knowledge of classi- 
cal authors, whereas in most N.T. mss., including 
those used by Erasmus at Basle, it was written 
as TÓv, treating voTov as a masculine noun. 


10 illorum oxrróv (“eorum” late Vg.) This 
change, which was probably made for the sake 
of stylistic variety, adopted the same wording 
as the earlier Vulgate and Ambrosiaster. 


11 igitur oŬv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Job. 6,62. The 
same change was made by Lefèvre. 


11 zum uh ("Nunquid" Vg.). See on Job. 3,4, 
and Annot. 


11 ideo... vt iva ("sic ... vt” 1516 = Vg.). In 1527 
Annot., Erasmus explains that the Greek word 
expresses a divine intention, and not merely a 
natural consequence. See also Resp. ad collat. 
iuv. geront, LB IX, 1007 A. The version of 
Lefèvre just had vt. 


11 impegerunt Extoicav (“offenderunt” Vg.; 
"lapsi sunt” 1516). In Annot., Erasmus com- 
ments on the ambiguity of offendo, which can 
mean both "stumble" and "transgress". See on 
Rom. 9,32 for a similar change in rendering 
TpockóTrTOo. At Jac. 2,10, Erasmus retains 
offendo. Lefévre followed Augustine Expositio 
Quarundam Propositionum ex Epistola ad Roma- 
nos, ad loc. (CSEL 84, p. 43), in preferring 
deliquerunt at the present passage, a rendering 
to which Erasmus objects in Annot., as this verb 
does not possess the required connotation of 
stumbling. 


11 conciderent vréococi. (“caderent” Vg.; “con- 
ciderint” 1516). See on Act. 5,10, and Annot. 
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11 per lapsum illorum t® otrthv Tapatte- 
partı (“illorum delicto" Vg.; "per illorum de- 
lictum" 1516). A similar substitution of lapsus 
occurs in vs. 12. Erasmus considered that, in 
the present context, rapérrroa refers to a 
fall which resulted from negligence, rather 
than from a deliberate act: see Annot., and cf. 
Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB TX, 1007 A-B. 
However, he retains delictum in Rom. 5,15-20; 


Gal. 6,1; Eph. 2,1; Col. 2,13. Manetti had deli- 
ctum eorum (though the copyist of Urb. Lat. 6, 
by an error of parablepsis, omitted a line of 
text from delictum eorum in vs. 11 to si autem 
in vs. 12). 


11 contigit gentibus vois tOvecw ("est gentibus" 
late Vg.; "gentibus" 1516 = Vg. mss.). Erasmus 
uses a more meaningful verb than the late 
Vulgate, to clarify the elliptical Greek expres- 
sion. His rendering of 1516 agreed with the 
earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Lefévre (both 
columns) in omitting est. 


11 ix hoc vt cis Tó ("vt^ Vg.). Erasmus wishes 
to make clear that this was a matter of divine 
purpose, and not merely an incidental conse- 
quence: see Annot., and see also on Rom. 1,20. 


11 eos ad aemulandum prouocaret Tapalnre- 
gai atrrous (“illos aemulentur” Vg.). Erasmus 
adopts the view of Valla Annot., that God is the 
subject of the verb, stirring up the Jews to 
emulate the Gentiles, although in the Greek 
text, the more immediate subject of trapaZn- 
Adoat is "salvation", or cwtTnpia. The wording 
of Erasmus' translation is partly modelled on 
the Vulgate rendering of vs. 14, whereas Valla's 
suggested wording, vt adduceret eos ad aemulati- 
onem, was based on the Vulgate rendering of 
Rom. 10,19. From the Vulgate wording of the 
present passage, it might be misunderstood 
that the Gentiles were to emulate the Jews. See 
Annot., and also Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., 
ASD IX, 2, pp. 172-4, ll. 163-188. The Vulgate 
rendering is assigned to the Loca Obscura. Manetti 
(in Pal Lat. 45) had vt eos emulentur. Lefévre’s 
translation was vt illi earum zelo ducantur, altering 
the emphasis by converting active to passive. 


12 lapsus Tò Tapdtrtmya ("delictum" 1516 
7 Vg.). See on vs. 11. 

12 illorum (2nd. and 3rd.) avtaév (“eorum” 
Vg.). In this verse, Erasmus uses iorum through- 
out, to make clear that the pronoun consistently 
refers to the Jews. Manetti and Lefèvre achieved 
consistency by changing Worum (before diuitiae) 
to eorum. 
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B'"Yuiv yàp Aéyco Toig čðveow, 
&p' oov pév eim yà eveov drd- 
cToÀos, Tijv iakoviav pou ofdow, 
el mos TrapatnAwow uou Tiv cép- 
Ka, Kal gwow Tivàg 2 aùtõv. Pei 
yap fj mopoa aùtõv KataAAa- 
yh Kéopou, Tis Á vpócAnyis, ef uh 
Got) èk vexpdv; ei bb 4 &map- 
xX) ayia, koi TO púpapa: Kal ei À 
pita ayia, koi of xAó5oi Yel BE 
Tives TOv kAáb5ov eEexAdobnoav, cU 
dé dAypi£Aonos dv, évexevtpicOns èv 
autois, Kal cuykoivovós tis pitns 
Kai Tífjs motrtos Tis eAaias éyévou, 


13 S0€aow E: Sogačw A-D 


13 illustro B-E: glorifico Æ | 
pinguedinis 4 


13 quatenus tq’ 6oov (“quamdiu” Vg). A similar 
change occurs at Mt. 25,40, 45, taking èp’ 6cov 
as meaning "to the extent that". The Vulgate 
treats the Greek expression as the equivalent of 
Ep’ ócov xpóvov, on analogy with Rom. 7,1 
and other passages. At Mt. 9,15, where xpóvov 
is omitted, Erasmus retained quamdiu (“as long 
as”) because the parallel passage at Mc. 2,19 
made clear that this was the required sense. In 
Annot. on the present passage, he objects to the 
notion that the apostle was hinting at a coming 
day when he might abandon his mission to the 
Gentiles. 


13 ego quidem sum yév cim tyw ("quidem ego 
sum" Vg.). Erasmus renders the passage as if 
it were the equivalent of $y% uév elp, though 
the difference of emphasis is slight. 


13 apostolus gentium Wvdv &rróo roAos ("genti- 
um apostolus" Vg.). The Vulgate is more literal 
as to the word-order here. 


13. illustro Bo£&oco ("honorificabo" Vg.; “glori- 
fico” 1516). See on Iob. 12,23, 28, and also on 
Rom. 8,30, for Erasmus’ use of glorifico and illu- 
stro. The verb honorifico does not exist in classical 
Latin. The substitution of the equally non- 
classical glorifico in 1516 was matched by similar 
changes at Mt. 6,2; Mc. 2,12; 1 Petr. 4,11, 14. 
Erasmus’ use of S0€éZ00 in 1516-27 more ac- 
curately corresponded with the present tense of 


16 conspersio C-E: massa A B | 
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8Vobis enim dico gentibus, qua- 


tenus ego quidem sum apostolus gen- 


tium, ministerium meum illustro, "si 


quo modo ad aemulandum prouocem 
carnem meam, et saluos reddam non- 
nullos ex illis. ^ Nam si reiectio il- 
lorum, est reconciliatio mundi: quae 
erit assumptio, nisi vita ex mortuis? 
Quod si primitiae sanctae, sancta est 
et conspersio: et si radix sancta, sancti 
erunt et rami: "quod si nonnulli 
rami defracti sunt, tu vero quum esses 
oleaster, insitus fuisti illis, et consors 
radicis et pinguitudinis oleae factus es, 


17 pinguitudinis B-E: 


his Latin rendering. The substitution of 8o£&cco 
in 1535 matched the future tense of the Vulgate: 
although this variant is to be seen in P“ F G 
and a few other mss., its inclusion in Erasmus' 
text was probably the result of a printer's error, 
as it conflicts with his Latin translation and 
Annot. The rendering of Ambrosiaster (1492) 
and Manetti was glorificabo. Lefèvre put Ponorifico 
in his text, but in Comm. he also advocated 
existimo, a rendering which Erasmus criticises 
in Annot. 


14 saluos reddam owow (“saluos faciam" Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at Mc. 10,52 
(1519); Lc 18,42 (1519); 1 Petr. 3,21. More 
often, especially in 1519, Erasmus substitutes 
seruo, though other instances of saluum facio are 
retained. See further on Job. 3,17. Manetti put 
saluabo. 


14 nonnullos vivás (“aliquos” Vg.). A similar 
change occurs in vs. 17. At twelve other passages, 
nonnulli is substituted for quidam. The word 
nonnulli does not occur in the Vulgate N.T., 
and seems to be introduced by Erasmus mainly 
with a view to stylistic variety. The same change 
was made here by Lefévre. 

15 Nam si el yóáp (“Si enim" Vg.). See on 
Tob. 3,34. 

15 reiectio fj émopoX (“amissio” Vg.) In 
Annot., Erasmus expresses his view that reiectio 
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makes a more suitable contrast with the follow- 
ing assumptio. 

15 illorum oxrróv (“eorum” Vg.). Erasmus con- 
tinues to use Worum to refer to the Jews, as 
in vs. 12. 


15 est reconciliatio «ovo, (reconciliatio 
est" Vg.). The Greek permits either rendering, 
though Erasmus’ word-order is clearer and 


more euphonious. 


15 quae erit tis (“quae” Vg.). Erasmus introduces 
a verb, for the sake of clarity (cf. quae est in 
Ambrosiaster). 

16 primitiae sanctae, sancta est À &rapyi &yia 
(*delibatio sancta est" Vg.). As pointed out by 
Valla Annot., the Vulgate generally uses primi- 
tiae for &mapxh at other passages (Rom. 8,23; 
1 Cor. 15,20, 23; 16,15; Ap. Iob. 14,4). See also 
Annot. The word delibatio was unsuitable, not 
only because it did not occur in classical usage, 
but also because it denoted a drink-offering, 
whereas primitiae was a more general term 
which could refer to the “first-fruits” of corn 
or dough, hence providing a clearer connection 
with púpapa. The repetition of the adjective 
(sanctae, sancta) further clarifies the meaning of 
the elliptical Greek construction. Lefévre had 
primitiae sanctae sunt. Manetti merely deleted 
est. 


16 conspersio tò qupaya (“massa” 1516-19 
= Vg.). Erasmus follows Valla Annot. in making 
use of a non-classical term, borrowed from the 
Vulgate rendering of 1 Cor. 5,7, to designate 
flour mingled with oil or water, with special 
reference to the unleavened cakes of Exodus 
ch. 29, and Leviticus ch. 2 and ch. 7, etc. 
A similar substitution occurs at 1 Cor. 5,6; 
Gal. 5,9 (1522). At Rom. 9,21, Erasmus retains 
massa, in the different context of a lump of clay 
in the hands of the potter. In 1522 Annot. on 
1 Cor. 5,6, Erasmus alleges that conspersio is used 
by “approved authors” (“probatos autores”). In 
1522 Annot. on Gal. 5,9, he tries to substantiate 
this by claiming that the word is found in 
Columella. However, this first-century writer 
uses only the verb, conspargo, not the noun 
consparsio or conspersio. 


16 sancti erunt et rami xoà of kXAá60i (“et rami” 
Vg.) Erasmus again expands the wording, to 
clarify the meaning. 


17 nonnulli rami twes Gv KAGSoov ("aliqui ex 
ramis" Vg.). See on vs. 14. Lefèvre had aliqui 
ramorum. 
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17 defracti sunt tEexAco8noav (“fracti sunt" 
Vg.). Erasmus seeks to render more precisely 
the Greek prefix, &£-. The same alteration 
occurs in vss. 19-20. 


17 vero 6€ (“autem” Vg). See on Job. 1,26. 
Lefèvre began this clause with ef tu. 


17 quum esses oleaster &ypi£Notog &v ("cum 
oleaster esses" Vg.). Erasmus brings the verb 


forward, possibly to prevent it from being 
mistakenly attached to insitus. The same word- 
order occurred in Ambrosiaster. 


17 insitus fuisti ivexevrpicOns (“insertus es" 
Vg) A similar change occurs in vs. 24. The 
verb used by Erasmus, meaning "graft", is more 
specifically relevant to the present context, and 
follows a suggestion of Valla Annot. See also 
Annot., and Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 
1007 B-C. The rendering of Lefévre, for the 
same reason, was insitus es. 


17 illis tv oxrrois ("in illis" Vg.). Erasmus re- 
garded the preposition as redundant for the 
purpose of translation: see Annot. In Manetti, 
this was rendered as iz ipsis. 


17 consors awykoiwcovós (“socius” Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at Phil. 1,7. At 1 Cor. 9,23 
and Ap. Iob. 1,9, Erasmus follows the Vulgate 
in using particeps to render this Greek word. He 
also makes the same change in rendering Koi- 
vovós at 1 Cor. 10,20; Phm. 17; Hebr. 10,33, 
following the example of the Vulgate at 2 Petr. 
1,4. As explained in Annot., the required mean- 
ing is that the wild olive, when grafted into the 
other tree, partakes jointly with the remaining 
branches of that tree, so that both derive their 
sustenance from the same root. The Vulgate 
word, socius, refers only to the relationship 
between the graft and the root, rather than 
between the graft and the other branches. Ma- 
netti had particeps, and Lefèvre comparticeps. 


17 pinguitudinis 1fjs miórnyros ("pinguedinis" 
1516 = late Vg.). Erasmus substitutes a slightly 
more common classical word, which was well- 
suited to express the nourishment drawn up 
from the soil. However, in the context of 
an olive tree, either word is acceptable, with 
reference to the “oiliness” of the fruit. Lefévre 
preferred whertatis. 


17 oleae Tfjg tAaias (“oliuae” Vg.). The form 
olea is somewhat more common than olixa in 
prose authors of the classical period. Some 
writers identified olea as the tree, and oliua 
as the fruit, while others made an opposite 
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But) KataKkauyd TOv KAóbov. el 
6€ karakaux&con, où cU Tiv piZav 
Paotáčeis, GAA’ d^ piča ot. ^ Pipes 
ov, "E&cAácOncav kAáBo: iva &| yoo 
Eykevrpio0Q. P koAócs Tij &mioTíq èf- 
skAác8ncav, où 8E triote: ZoTHKaS. uÀ 
Upnrogpdve, &AA& qopoU. Wei yàp 
Ò Beds TÓv karà pio KAóBov ovK 
épeioato, ph mws ovSE cot geiontat. 
2i8e oUv xpnorórnTa Kal órmoropí- 
av ĝeoŬ: émi pév tous trecdvtas, &tro- 
Touíav: ¿mì È of, ypnotéTnTa, àv 
étrivelvns Tfj xpnoTórmm. mei Kal oU 
txkomoy Kal éxeivor B6, àv ph 
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? ne glorieris aduersus ramos: quod si 
gloriaris, non tu radicem portas, sed 
radix te. ? Dices igitur, De |fracti sunt 
rami, vt ego insererer: ^? bene dicis, 
per incredulitatem defracti sunt, tu 
vero fide constitisti. Ne efferaris ani- 
mo, sed timeas. ?! Nam si deus natu- 
ralibus ramis non pepercit, vide ne 
qua fiat, vt nec tibi parcat. Vide 
igitur bonitatem ac seueritatem dei: 
in eos quidem qui ceciderunt, seueri- 
tatem: in te vero bonitatem, si per- 
manseris in bonitate. Alioqui et tu 
excideris: et illi rursum, si non 


20 amota A-C: omioreia DE | 21 peionta B-E: peiceta A 


22 Vide E: Ecce A-D | ac B-E: et A | prius seueritatem C-E: saeueritatem A B | alt. seuerita- 
tem C-E: saeueritatem Æ B | Alioqui E: Quoniam A-D | 23 rursum B-E: porro A 


distinction. A similar change occurs in vs. 24, 
and also at Jac. 3,12, but olíua is retained at 
Ap. loh. 11,4 as well as in the various passages 
referring to the Mount of Olives. 

18 xe glorieris uù karrokauyó ("noli gloriari" 
Vg.). In the Pauline Epistles, Erasmus consis- 
tently removes all instances of the imperative 
of zolo, with the exception of 1 Cor. 7,23 
(1519), affecting more than forty passages. In 
other parts of the N.T., many instances of 
noli and nolite are permitted to remain. Cf. on 
Job. 5,14. The same change was made by Manetti 
at the present passage. 


19 Dices ¿peïs ("Dicis" late Vg. and some Vg. 
mss., with Vg**). The present tense of the late 
Vulgate lacks support from Greek mss. Both 
Manetti and Lefévre Comm. made the same 
change as Erasmus, in company with some 
Vulgate mss. (and Vg*). 


19 igitur oOv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Job. 6,62. 
Lefèvre began the sentence with Atqui, omitting 
ergo. 

19 Defracti sunt E€exAco8noav (“Fracti sunt” 
Vg.). The spelling of codd. F G was ei KAd- 
c9ncav, probably a mistake for &AdoOnoav, 
which may in turn have arisen as an attempt 
to provide a more exact Greek equivalent for 
the (Old) Latin text. See on vss. 17 and 20. 


19 insererer tyKevtpioO& (“inserar” Vg.). Eras- 
mus may have felt that the imperfect subjunctive 
was better suited to the Greek aorist. Other 
examples occur eg. in vs. 32, below, and at 
1 Cor. 4,6; 5,2. He had the same wording as 
Ambrosiaster here. 


20 bene dicis kaddds ("Bene" Vg.). Erasmus sup- 
plies a verb, to show the connection with épeis 
in the previous verse. Cf. Annot. In Lefèvre, this 
was rendered Probe. 

20 per incredulitatem Ti &mortic ("propter in- 
credulitatem" Vg.). A similar change occurs in 
vs. 30 (see Annot. ad loc). Erasmus’ rendering 
interprets the dative as the equivalent of "by 
the means of”. Lefèvre evidently understood 
the passage in the same way, translating it 
literally by infidelitate, consistent with the Vul- 
gate use of fide for triote: later in the sen- 
tence. The spelling &rrioeía in the 1527-35 
editions is probably the result of a printer's 
error, as Erasmus retains the form émotia at 
all other passages, including vs. 23 of the present 
chapter. 

20 defracti sunt t&&kA&coOncav. ("fracti sunt” 
Vg.). The Vulgate corresponds with &a&cencav 
in codd. B D* F G. See on vss. 17 and 19, 
above. 


20 vero 6€ (autem" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,26. 
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20 tiote. In Erasmus’ text, the omission of 
ti) before miota lacks ms. support, and may 
have been accidental. 


20 constitisti fornKas (“stas” Vg.). Erasmus gives 
a more literal equivalent for the Greek perfect 
tense, though either rendering is legitimate. 
Cf. on Job. 1,26. Manetti put stetisti. 


20 Ne efferaris animo pt “ynAogpovai (“Noli 
altum sapere" Vg.). For the removal of noli, see 
on vs. 18, and for the removal of sapio see on 
Rom. 8,5. In rendering the same Greek verb at 
1 Tim. 6,17, Erasmus uses elato animo sum, 
replacing sublime sapio. At Rom. 11,25 (1519), 
he similarly replaces sapio with elatus animo 
in rendering qpóvipos. Cf. his use of effero 
to replace extollo in rendering Urrepaípopod at 
2 Cor. 12,7; 2 Thess. 2,4. In Annot., he observes 
that the present passage refers to pride and 
arrogance rather than wisdom. This change 
may be compared with Erasmus' use of arroganter 
sentio in rendering Urrepppovéo and TÈ UynA 
qpovéo at Rom. 12,3, 16. Valla Annot. preferred 
sentio to sapio here. Manetti put ne alta sapias, 
and Lefèvre noli superbe sentire. 


20 timeas qopoU ("time" Vg.). This use of the 
subjunctive matches Erasmus’ earlier use of ne 
efferaris. 


21 Nam si el yap (“Si enim" Vg). See on 
Tob. 3,34. 


21 vide ne qua fiat, vt uh mcos ("ne forte" Vg.). 
Erasmus adds a verb, for the sake of clarity. The 
substitution of ne qua fiat vt also occurs at 
2 Cor. 11,3; 12,20 (a). Elsewhere Erasmus replaces 
forte by quo modo at 1 Cor. 8,9; 9,27; 2 Cor. 2,7; 
12,20 (b); Gal. 2,2; 4,11 (1516 only), and by quo 
pacto at 1 Thess. 3,5. See Annot., and Resp. ad 
collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 1007 C. The version 
of Manetti put nequaquam, and Lefèvre time 
ne forte. 


21 siontan. In 1516, Erasmus more correctly 
had geícercu, as found in codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other 
mss. The change to gelontoi in 1519 may 
have been an arbitrary correction (cf. geíonre 
in cod. 3). Nevertheless, this was the spelling 
which remained in the Textus Receptus. 


22 Vide 15e ("Ecce" 1516-27). In 1522-35 Annot., 
vide is given as the Vulgate lemma, and then 
Erasmus strangely goes on to say that the 
meaning of the Greek text is also vide, as if 
he were under the impression that this was 
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a correction of the Vulgate wording. Possibly 
he had intended to write that the meaning of 
the Greek text, if accentuated as i56, was ecce, 
rather than vide: this was the point which he 
made in his Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD 
IX, 2, p. 174, ll. 190-192. However, his printed 
Greek N.T. text has iB (i.e. an imperative) in 
all five folio editions, and the same accentuation 
occurs in all his Basle mss. The 1535 Latin text 
restored the Vulgate wording. 


22 igitur oGv (“ergo” Vg.). See on lob. 6,62. 
Lefévre made the same change. 


22 xpnotórnTa ... &moTopiov (1st.). In Annot., 
Erasmus inserts tiv before both these nouns, 
without support from his Basle mss. 


22 ac at (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Ioh. 1,25. 
22 vero 5é ("autem" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,26. 


22 bonitatem (2nd.) xypnorórnra ("bonitatem 
dei" Vg.). The Vulgate follows a Greek text 
adding @cot, as in P% N A B C D* (most of 
which also substitute ypnorétns for xpnoTó- 
Tta) and a few other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 
2816"4, as well as D" F G and most other 
mss. As at other passages, the question to be 
considered is whether the shorter reading arose 
through scribal deletion of a word that seemed 
repetitious (because of the use of Seo earlier 
in the sentence), or whether this second instance 
of 6coU could have originated as an explanatory 
comment which some scribes mistakenly inser- 
ted into the text. The same omission of dei was 
made by Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. In 
Lefévre’s version, benignitatem was further sub- 
stituted for bonitatem. 

22 Alioqui tnei ("Alioquin" Vg; "Quoniam" 
1516-27) In Annot., Erasmus also proposes 
Quandoquidem, which he had introduced into 
his translation at vs. 6. In 1535, his adoption 
of Alioqui corresponded with the spelling which 
was attributed to the Vulgate in Annot., lemma. 
Elsewhere he uses alioqui for &rreí at 1 Cor. 7,14; 
14,16; 15,29; Hebr. 9,26; 10,2, mostly replacing 
alioquin. Manetti anticipated Erasmus’ 1516 
rendering, while Lefèvre put alioqui. 


23 et illi rursum xoà &xeivoi Sé ("Sed et illi" Vg.; 
"et illi porro" 1516). Erasmus renders according 
to the context. He does not use rursum for Sé 
elsewhere in the N.T., but see on Job. 9,9 for 
his occasional use of rursus in this way. For 
porro, see on Iob. 8,16. Manetti had sed si illi 
in place of sed et illi si. 
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Emipelvoooi Th dmotig, tykevtpioðh- 
oovtal. Suvatos ydp torriv ó Beds TÁV 
tyxevtpion atrrous. “ei yap ov Ex TS 
KaT& vow e€exotrns &ypieAaíou, Kai 
Trap& qUoiv évexevtpio®ns eis KaAAI- 
éAqiov, móc% pov oro! KaT& pú- 
ow, &ykevrpicOr]oovrat Ti iSic aig; 
235 Où yap BAw vas dyvoeiv, &ogA- 
poi, TO puoTüpiov ToUTo, iva ph ATE 
Trap’ éaxutois ppdovipol, STI Tp 
&rró pépous TH "lopatA yéyovev, &ypis 
oU TO TATpwUa tæv evdv istab, 
kal ottws Tas lopañ co8njoerat: 
Kabeos yéypatrtai, “Her èk Ticov ó u- 
ópevos, Kai atroorpewer åoeBeias ard 
"lax«coB. 7? Kal atr] avtois À Trap” guot 
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permanserint in  incredulitate, in- 
serentur. Potest enim deus denuo 
inserere illos. ™Etenim si tu ex na- 
turali exectus es oleastro, et praeter 
naturam insitus es in veram oleam, 
quanto magis hi qui naturales sunt, 
inserentur propriae oleae? 

5Non enim volo vos ignorare 
fratres mysterium hoc, vt ne sitis 
apud vosmet ipsos elati animo, 
quod excaecatio ex parte Israeli ac- 
cidit, donec plenitudo gentium ad- 
uenerit, “et sic totus Israel saluus 
erit: sicut scriptum est: Adueniet ex 
Sion ille qui liberat, et auertet im- 
pietates a Iacob. Et hoc illis a me 


24 tu Æ B-E: om. A* | 25 ne B-E: non A | elati animo B-E; prudentes A | Israeli B-E: 


Israheli A | 
auertat E | 27 me B-E: me profectum A 


23 Potest enim Buvatds yáp tow ("Potens est 
enim" Vg.) The word-order àcmiv 6 6eds is 
taken from cod. 2815, together with 2105, 2816 
and most other mss. In codd. 1 and 2817, it 
is 6 0cós ovi. A similar substitution of possum 
occurs at Mt. 3,9; Eph. 3,20; Hebr. 2,18; 11,19, 
in conformity with frequent Vulgate usage else- 
where in rendering SUvapai, Suvatevwo and 
Suvarrós eiu. However, at twelve other passages, 
Erasmus retains potens sum. Manetti made the 
same change here (though the original reading 
of Pal. Lat. 45 seems to have agreed with the 
Vulgate). 


23 denuo táv ("iterum" Vg.). Erasmus pos- 
sibly wanted to avoid the implication that 
those Jews who repented would be grafted into 
the olive tree for a second time, as their former 
connection with the olive tree had not been as 
"grafts" but as the original branches. A similar 
substitution of denuo occurs e.g. at Gal. 1,17; 
4,9. 

24 Etenim si et yap ("Nam et si” Vg. 1527; 
“Nam si" Vg. mss.). See on Rom. 3,7. The ad- 
dition of et by the 1527 Vulgate column, and 
also in the Froben Vulgates of 1491 and 1514, 
lacks Greek ms. support. Manetti made the 


26 Israel saluus erit B-E: Israhel saluabitur A | 


ille B-E: is A | auertet A-D: 


same change as Erasmus. Lefévre had Nam si 
in his translation, but Nam si et in his accom- 
panying Vulgate text. 


24 exectus es EEexdtrns (“excisus es” Vg.). The 
change of verb seems to be mainly for stylistic 
variety, in view of the retention of excido in 
vs. 22. Erasmus does not elsewhere use ex(s)eco 
in the N.T. 


24 praeter tapk (“contra” Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,26. Manetti made the same substitution. 


24 insitus es tvexevtpioOns ("insertus es” Vg.). 
See on vs. 17. Lefèvre likewise had insttus, but 
omitting es. 

24 veram oleam xoAMédcnov ("bonam oliuam" 
Vg.) Erasmus substitutes verus for bonus, to 
obtain a more relevant contrast with oleaster, 
the wild olive tree. Cf. Annot. For olea, see on 
vs. 17. Lefévre put bona oliua. 


24 bi qui naturales sunt oro Kata quo (“hi 
qui secundum naturam" late Vg.). Nearly all 
mss., including codd. 1, 2105, 2817, add oí 
after oro, and this is the reading which 
corresponds most closely with Erasmus' trans- 
lation. His omission of oi from the text may 
have been accidental, though his Greek wording 
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here coincides with cod. 28169" (cod. 2816* 
had just ottoi, omitting oi Kat& quoi). In 
cod. 2815, oto1 of was replaced by où. His 
change to naturales assumes that «Aoi is to 
be understood after puciv, on analogy with the 
phrase T&v katà quoi xAóBov in vs. 21. 
Some late Vulgate editions replace 42 with i, 
as used in both columns of Lefévre. 


24 propriae iia (“suae” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,11. 
The same change was made by Manetti and 
Lefèvre (though the original reading of Urb. 
Lat. 6, incorrectly, was prope). 


25 Non enim volo Où yap Aw (“Nolo enim” 
Vg.) Erasmus gives a more literal rendering. 
See on Rom. 7,16. Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same change. 


25 ne ut ("non" 1516 = Vg.). See on Joh. 3,20. 
The combination vt ne elsewhere occurs at Mt. 
26,41; Job. 16,1 (1519); Rom. 15,20; 1 Cor. 1,29; 
4,6; 2 Cor. 9,4; 13,7 (1516 only); Phm. 19; Iac. 
5,9, 12. The use of ze had also been proposed 
by Valla Annot. The version of Lefèvre sub- 
stituted ze for vt non. 


25 apud vosmet ipsos map’ &avrois (“vobismet 
ipsis" Vg. 1527; "vobis ipsis" Annot., lemma 
= Vg. mss.). The 1527 Vulgate column foliows 
the Froben Vulgate of 1514. The Vulgate may 
reflect a Greek text omitting map’, as in 
38/5 F G and a few other mss. In codd. A B, 
the preposition is év. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, 
with X C D and most of the later mss. In 
Annot., following Valla Annot., Erasmus ad- 
vocated apud vos ipsos, which had also been 
adopted by Manetti and Lefévre. 


25 elati animo ọpóvipor ("sapientes" Vg.; "pru- 
dentes" 1516). See on vs. 20 (iynAogpóvt). 
See also Annot. The rendering prudentes, in 
1516, followed a suggestion of Valla Annot., 
which was also adopted by Manetti and Lefévre, 
in conformity with the Vulgate rendering of 
Rom. 12,16. 


25 quod 611 ( quia" Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. The 
same change was made by Lefèvre. 


25 excaecatio Tróopooats caecitas" Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at Eph. 4,18. Among classical 
authors, the verb excaeco is found, but not 
excaecatio. On the other hand, caecitas has good 
classical precedent and is retained by Erasmus 
at Mc. 3,5. A possible reason for his choice of 
excaecatio, at the present passage, is that this 
word signified the process of becoming.or 


131 


being made blind, but caecitas the resulting 
state of blindness. 

25 Israeli accidit t& lopat\A yeyovev ("contigit 
in Israel” Vg.; “Israheli accidit" 1516). Erasmus 
elsewhere uses contingo more frequently than 
the Vulgate. Either verb gives a satisfactory 
rendering here. However, the substitution of 
Israeli is more clear, and Erasmus is closer to 
the Greek word-order. Manetti had in Israel 
contigit, and Lefèvre in Israel facta est. 


25 aduenerit sio£M0r) (“intraret” Vg.). Erasmus 
is less accurate here, as the Greek text could 
otherwise be understood as referring to the 
entrance of the Gentiles into the kingdom (or 
church) of God. His use of aduenio, meaning 
“arrive” or “occur”, would be more appro- 
priate to plenitudo temporis than to plenitudo 
gentium (cf. Gal. 4,4). For his idiomatic use of 
the future perfect tense, cf. on Rom. 2,25. 
Manetti had vsque quo ... intrauit, and Lefèvre 
donec ... intret. 


26 totus vr&s (“omnis” Vg.). See on Job. 8,2. 


26 saluus erit oco0fjoero. ("saluus fieret" Vg.; 
"saluabitur" 1516). See on Rom. 9,27. Manetti 
had saluabitur, as in Erasmus’ first edition, 
while Lefèvre put saluus fiet. 


26 Adueniet “HẸe1 ("Veniet" Vg). Elsewhere 
Erasmus is usually content to retain venio for 
Ke. By using aduenio for this verb, as well 
as for elogpyouai in vs. 25, he removes the 
distinction of meaning. 

26 ille qui & (“qui” Vg; "is qui" 1516). This 
addition of a pronoun makes the sense clearer, 
preventing the reader from mistakenly sup- 
posing that the antecedent for qui is Sion. 


26 liberat buóysvos (“eripiat” Vg.). See on Rom. 
7,24, where an opposite change occurs. See also 
Annot. The rendering of Lefèvre had eripiet. 


26 auertet. &moorpéye (“auertat” 1535 Lat. 
= late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). Since, in Annot., 
Erasmus explicitly advocates the future tense, 
auertet, t would seem likely that the restoration 
of auertat in the 1535 edition is a printer's 
error, by attraction to the preceding liberat. 
Lefèvre put zzertet. 

26 impietates &cselos (“impietatem” late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate use of the singular lacks Greek 
ms. support. See Annot. 


27 a me wap’ tpoŭ (“a me profectum" 1516 
Lat.). See on 1 Cor. 15,10 for other additions 
of proficiscor. 
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S1o081kn, ÓTav &p£Acopot TAS 
éuaptias | oXUrÓv. fuori — uiv 
TÒ eùayyéMmov, èxðpoi ör  óp&g 
Kerr Sè &AoyTv, &yarrnroi 
Bid — Tous matépas. ? &uera- 
PEAT TA yap TÒ xapiouarta 
Kal ñ KAfjots ToU toU. 
9(ortp yàp Kol yeis tote 
Hmebhoare TH — 0c, viv BÉ 
fjAefj8nre TÅ — ToUTOv  arreideig: 
300ros Kal otto: viv mel- 
6ncav 1H Upetéow Akse, iva 
Kai attol aeneon. | 32 guv- 
ékàsioe yàp 6 tóc ToUg TdvTas 


cis à&meiðeiav, iva tots trdvtas 
EAETo n. 

BTO Báðoşs TACUTOU Kal copias 
Kai yvacews Geol, s åveţepev- 
vnra Tà  kpípxra attot, Kai 
&ve&tyvíacTo: af d80i avtol. 
“aqtis yàp Éyvo votv kupiou; j| 
Tí; | cüpBouAos; attoU — &yévero; 
351 otis  Tpoé6cokev att, Kai 
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testamentum, quum abstulero pecca- 
ta ipsorum. ? Secundum euangelium 
quidem, inimici propter vos: secun- 
dum electionem autem, dilecti propter 
patres. Nam dona quidem et voca- 
tio dei eiusmodi sunt, vt eorum illum 
poenitere non possit. * Quemadmo- 
dum enim et vos quondam increduli 
fuistis deo, nunc autem misericordiam 
estis consequuti per illorum incredu- 
litatem: — ?'sic et isti nunc increduli 
facti sunt, ex eo | quod vos mise- 
ricordiam estis adepti, vt et ipsi 
misericordiam consequantur. ?Con- 
clusit enim deus omnes sub incre- 
dulitatem, vt omnium misereretur. 
3O profunditatem diuitiarum et 
sapientiae et cognitionis dei, quam 


inscrutabilia sunt iudicia eius, et 
imperuestigabiles viae eius. ™ Quis 
enim cognouit mentem domini? 
Aut quis illi fuit a consiliis? 
5 Aut quis prior dedit illi, et 


27 ipsorum B-E: illorum A | 31 ex ... adepti B-E; per vestri misericordiam 4 | 32 sub B-E: 
in.A | 34 illi fuit a consiliis B-E: illius consilii particeps fuit 4 


27 ipsorum otrtév (“eorum” Vg; "illorum" 
1516) This change was scarcely necessary, 
though Erasmus may have wished to pre- 
vent any supposition that eorum might have 
a different point of reference from illis, used 
earlier in the verse. 


28 èkàoyńv. Erasmus’ text mistakenly omits 
the preceding article tiv, in all five editions, 
without ms. authority. 


28 dilecti &yannroi (“charissimi” Vg.). See 
on Act. 15,25, and Annot. This change agreed 
with the wording of Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 


29 Nam .. possit &uetopéAnta ... Geo (“Sine 
poenitentia enim sunt dona et vocatio dei” 
Vg.) Erasmus reverses the word-order of the 
whole sentence. Regarding nam for enim, see on 
lob. 3,34. The insertion of quidem is not explicitly 


required by the Greek text: see on Rom. 6,17 
for other additions of this word. Erasmus' long 
periphrasis for dyetapéAnta, eiusmodi .. vt 
eorum illum poenitere non possit, is designed to 
clarify the meaning, in place of the obscure 
rendering of the Vulgate. The Vulgate phrase, 
sine poenitentia, was capable of being misunder- 
stood to mean that the gifts and calling of God 
were bestowed even if there were no repentance 
on the part of man. See Annot., where Erasmus 
shows that the expression refers to God, as the 
one who does not repent of what he has given. 
At 2 Cor. 7,10, Erasmus renders this Greek 
word more simply by haud poenitendam. 


30 Quemadmodum coop (“Sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. 


30 et vos quondam «cà Seis more ("aliquando 
et vos" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order has little 
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ms. support. Several early mss. omit xai, either 
having Weis tote, as in P* iN 9" A B C D* 
F G, together with cod. 2105, or mote Üpeis, 
as in cod. A. The text of Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, in company with 1 and 2816°", 
and also N * 2 Der and most later mss. For 
the substitution of quondam, see on Rom. 7,9. 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre put ef vos 
aliquando. 


30 increduli fuistis tyrei&rjoorre (“non credidistis” 
Vg.). See on Rom. 3,3. Lefèvre, using an over- 
literal non-classical expression, put discredidistis. 
30 misericordiam estis consequuti t\AehOryre (^ mi- 
sericordiam consecuti estis" Vg.). This change 
of word-order throws greater emphasis on to 
consequuti, producing an elegant partial chiasmus 
after increduli fuistis. 


30 per illorum incredulitatem vi, TOUT &mei- 
Ociax ("propter incredulitatem illorum" late 
Vg.). Erasmus' rendering is closer to the Greek 
word-order. For his use of per, see on vs. 20 
(Ti) &miotia). See also Annot., and Resp. ad 
collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 1007 D. The version 
of Manetti offered ob incredulitatem. ipsorum, 
and Lefévre in incredulitate eorum. 


31 sic otros (“ita” Vg.). Cf. on Rom. 5,21. 


31 increduli facti sunt trel8noov (“non credi- 
derunt" Vg). See on Rom. 3,3. Lefévre put 
discredunt, repeating the verb which he had 
introduced in vs. 30. 


31 ex... adepti T “petépo EAéei (“in vestram 
misericordiam" Vg.; "per vestri misericordiam" 
1516). From Annot., it appears that Erasmus 
here understands the dative as expressing the 
occasion rather than the cause or object of 
Jewish unbelief: meaning, in effect, "in response 
to the fact that you obtained mercy". Cf. Resp. 
ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 1007 D-E. In a long 
note in 1535 Annot., he referred to several other 
possible interpretations, in particular the sugges- 
tion that a comma be placed before TÓ, to give 
the meaning "in order that, through the mercy 
which you obtained, they also might obtain 
mercy”. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus’ brief com- 
ment on this phrase is misplaced at Rom. 12,3. 
Lefévre put vestrae misericordiae, which conveys 
a meaning similar to the Vulgate. 


32 omnes Tous Távras (“omnia” Vg). The 
Vulgate reflects a Greek text having Tà 1rdvta, 
as in P“ D* (or just rávra, as in F G), 
possibly influenced by Gal. 3,22. Erasmus fol- 
lows his codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 


133 


1, 2105, 2816, with N A B D" and most later 
mss. See Annot. The same reading was adopted 
by Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 


32 sub incredulitatem els &reeíe1ovv ("in incredu- 
litate" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.; “in increduli- 
tatem" 1516 = Vg. mss.). In using the accusative, 
Erasmus follows the Greek more literally. A 
comparable use of sub occurs at Gal. 3,22, 
conclusit ... sub peccatum (WTO ápapríav). Ma- 
netti had i» incredulitatem, as in Erasmus’ 1516 
edition. 


32 misereretur ENefjor) ("misereatur" Vg.). See 
on vs. 19 (rnsererer). 

33 profunditatem Bé®os (“altitudo” Vg). In 
Annot., Erasmus objects to the ambiguity of 
the Vulgate word, which means height as well 
as depth. Lefévre also made this change. 


33 et (1st.) xai (Vg. omits). There is little Greek 
ms. support for the Vulgate omission: see 
Annot. The word was similarly inserted by 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


33 cognitionis yvwoews ("scientiae" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 2,20. Lefévre put agnitionis. 


33 inscrutabilia &ve&epeuvryva: (“incomprehen- 
sibilia” Vg.). As indicated in Annot., the word 
inscrutabilia was adopted by Jerome, who cites 
this passage several times in his commentary 
on Isaiah (see CCSL 73, pp. 74, 93; CCSL 73A, 
pp. 609, 625). This expression was also used by 
Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 

33 imperuestigabiles &veEryviao ton (“inuestigabi- 
les" Vg.). A similar substitution occurs at Ep. 
3,8. In Annot., Erasmus objects that the Vulgate 
rendering is the opposite of the true meaning. 
Neither the Vulgate term nor Erasmus' suggested 
alternative is found in classical authors, though 
inuestigo and peruestigo existed as verbs. Lefévre 
tried ininuestigabiles at both passages. 


34 yóp. This word, which is attested by vir- 
tually all mss., was omitted in cod. 2815. 


34 mentem voOv (“sensum” Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,28, and Annot. The same change was advocated 
by Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 


34 illi fuit a consiliis oüuouAMos auto’ Eyévero 
("consiliarius eius fuit" Vg.; "illius consilii par- 
ticeps fuit" 1516). Erasmus' idiomatic choice 
of a consiliis seemed an appropriate designa- 
tion for a servant or secretary who gave advice 
to his master. The Vulgate word consiliarius 
is more generally applicable to any kind of 
adviser. 
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&vrarroBo8fjceroi att; 3$ S11 ÈE avtod 
Kai 8r adtot Kai eig atttov Tà Trávra. 
auTde f| óga eis Tous aidvas, &uriv. 


1 TlapoxaAG ov Üp&s, &deAqoi, 

Sik TÓv olkripuóv ToU Oeov, 
TrapaoTíjcoi Ta cHOpata Üpóv, Ouci- 
av Cadoav, &yíav, euápsorov TH bed, 
thy Aoyikhy Aarpsiav Updv ?xod uh 
ovloynucrizecte 1TH aióvi Toute, 
&AA& perapoppoUc8e TÅ dvoKatvacet 
TOU vods Udy, eis TÒ SoKidZev Gas 
Ti tO 8&Anpa TOU Geo, TO c&yabdv Kai 
&Upeo-rov Kal TÉAelov. 


12,1 oiKtippov B-E: oekripucov A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


reddetur ei? "Quoniam ex illo et 
per illum et in illum omnia. Ipsi 
gloria in saecula, amen. 


1 Obsecro igitur vos fratres, per 
miserationes dei, vt praebeatis 
corpora vestra hostiam  viuentem, 
sanctam, acceptam deo, rationalem 
cultum vestrum: ?et ne | accom- 
modetis vos ad figuram seculi huius, 
sed transformemini per renouatio- 
nem mentis vestrae, vt probetis quae 
sit voluntas dei, quod bonum est 
acceptumque et perfectum. 


35 reddetur B-E: retribuetur 4 | 36 saecula B D E: saecula saeculorum A, secula C 


12,1 


Obsecro igitur B-E: Adhortor autem A 


| miserationes B-E: misericordias ÆA | 


2 accommodetis ... seculi huius B-E (exe. saeculi pro seculi B): configuremini saeculo huic 4 | 


quod ... perfectum B-E: et accepta, et perfecta A 


35 reddetur &vranoðoðńoetai (“retribuetur” 
1516 = Vg.). A similar change occurs at 2 Thess. 
1,6. Elsewhere, in rendering the same Greek 
verb, Erasmus substitutes rependo for retribuo at 
Le. 14,14 (1519); Rom. 12,19; 1 Thess. 3,9, and 
rependo for reddo at Hebr. 10,30. After 1519, no 
further instances of retribuo remained in his 
translation. The removal of retribuo and retributio 
prevented any misunderstanding which might 
have arisen from the supposition that these 
terms were necessarily associated with punish- 
ment, although in classical usage retribuo had 
the neutral sense of “repay”. Cf. on vs. 9, above, 
for Erasmus’ removal of retributio in rendering 
&vrarróbopa. 


36 illo... illum... in illum abtoU ... avro ... 
eis avtév (“ipso ... ipsum ... in ipso" Vg.). In 
the present context, the Vulgate use of the 
reflexive pronouns was unnecessary. See on 
Rom. 1,20. Erasmus was also more accurate in 
substituting iz illum for in ipso: cf. Annot. At 
this point, Valla Annot. and Lefèvre had in 
ipsum. 


36 omnia tà móávra (“sunt omnia" late Vg. 
and many Vg. mss., with Vg). The late Vulgate 
addition of a verb, though legitimate, is not ex- 
plicitly supported by Greek mss. The rendering 


adopted by Erasmus is also found in some 
Vulgate mss. (with Vg“). 


36 gloria 4 ófa (“honor et gloria" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate addition of honor et lacks 
Greek ms. support and looks like a harmonisa- 
tion with 1 Jim. 1,17. See Annot., and see also 
on Rom. 16,27. This passage is listed in the 
Quae Sint Addita. In deleting the extra words, 
Erasmus’ rendering agreed with the earlier Vul- 
gate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


36 saecula tous aidvas ("saecula saeculorum" 
1516 = late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The late 
Vulgate addition corresponds with the addition 
of tæv aidveov in codd. F Ge". See Annot. 
This correction was also made by Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


12,1 Obsecro TlapoxoAó (“Adhortor” 1516). 
See on Act. 15,32 for adhortor. A similar tem- 
porary substitution of adbortor in 1516 occurs 
at 1 Cor. 1,10. In 1519, Erasmus decided that 
the following mention of t&v oikripuóv was 
more appropriate to beseeching than exhorting, 
and hence restored the Vulgate rendering: see 
Annot. The version of Manetti had Rogo. 

1 igitur otv ("itaque" Vg.; “autem” 1516). There 
seems to be no justification for the 1516 
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substitution of autem. At 1 Cor. 4,16, translating 
exactly the same Greek wording, Erasmus put 
Adbortor itaque vos. At the present passage, 
Manetti had ergo, and Lefèvre igitur. 


1 fratres &BeAqoi ("frater" Vg. 1527). The use 
of the singular by the 1527 Vulgate column 
seems to have been a printer's error. 


1 miserationes tév olkripuóv (“misericordiam” 


Vg; “misericordias” 1516). The singular used 
by the Vulgate is unsupported by Greek mss. 
In Annot., Erasmus uses the spelling oikteippdv, 
contrary to his Basle mss. A similar substitu- 
tion of miserationes for misericordia occurs at 
Col. 3,12 (though at that passage, the Vulgate 
probably reflects the replacement of olkrip- 
æv by olkripuoO, singular), in accordance 
with Vulgate usage at Phil. 2,1. At 2 Cor. 1,3, 
however, Erasmus retains misericordia (or rather 
misericordiarum), and at Hebr. 10,28 he even 
substitutes misericordia for miseratio, in rendering 
the same Greek word. At the present passage, 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change as 
Erasmus. 


1 vt praebeatis tapaotijoa ("vt exhibeatis” 
Vg.). See on Act. 1,3, and Annot., together 
with Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront, LB IX, 
1007 E-1008 A. The version of Manetti had 
vt constituatis. 


1 acceptam deo edápeo rov rà bed (“deo placen- 
tem” Vg.). A similar substitution of acceptus for 
beneplacens occurs in vs. 2, and also for placeo 
at Rom. 14,18; Hebr. 13,21. At Phil. 4,18, placens 
is replaced by gratus, as in that verse acceptus is 
already used for Bekrós. At Eph. 5,10, Erasmus 
substitutes acceptus for beneplacitus, rendering 
the same Greek word. The Vulgate word-order 
corresponds with tæ 0G evcpeorrov in codd. 
N Aanda few later mss. Át the present passage, 
Manetti put deo beneplacentem, and Lefèvre bene- 
placentem deo. 


1 rationalem. cultum tiv doyikhv Aatpelav 
("rationabile obsequium" Vg.). From Annot., 
it appears that Erasmus wished to avoid Aoy!- 
tv being misunderstood to mean "moderate". 
He regarded rationalis, or "in accordance with 
reason", as better suited to convey the required 
sense. The Vulgate rendering is hence inclu- 
ded among the Loca Obscura. The passage is 
further discussed in Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 
LB IX, 1008 A-1009 F. Regarding cultus, see on 
lob. 16,2 and Rom. 9,4, and also Annot. The 
rendering of Lefévre was rationabilem cultum. 


11,35 - 12,2 
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2 ne accommodetis vos ad figuram seculi. buius 
ph cuoynpotifeote và alvi toute ("nolite 
conformari huic saeculo" Vg.; “ne configuremini 
saeculo huic" 1516). Erasmus may have con- 
sidered that the Vulgate's use of the cognate 
verbs conformo and reformo wrongly implied an 
etymological connection between ovoynparizco 
and uerapopoóc. At the only other passage 
where ovoynuatiges occurs, 1 Petr. 1,14, he 


substitutes vt non accommodetis vos for non 
configurati. For the use of ne, see on Rom. 11,18. 
Erasmus’ use of configuro in 1516 may have 
been prompted by Lefèvre, who had volite confi- 
gurari saeculo buic. Manetti put ne conformemini 
huic seculo. 


2 transformemini yevauoppoUos (“reformami- 
ni” Vg). This substitution is consistent with 
Vulgate usage at 2 Cor. 3,18. Erasmus further 
replaces transfiguro with transformo in rendering 
the same Greek verb at Mt. 17,2; Mc. 9,2. 
Lefévre had transformamini, a variation which 
Erasmus adopted in 1516 Annot. 


2 per renouationem Ti &voxowcoo& (“in no- 
uitate” Vg). Erasmus’ more accurate render- 
ing of évoxaívcois ("renewing" rather than 
“newness”) is in accordance with Vulgate usage 
at Tit. 3,5. See Annot. For per, see on Rom. 1,17. 
Lefèvre had in renouatione. 


2 mentis vestrae ToO voós Úuæv ("sensus vestri" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 1,28, and Annot. The same 
change was advocated by Valla Annot. and Le- 
févre, while Manetti preferred intellectus vestri. 


2 quod bonum est tò &yatóv ("bona" Vg.; 1516 
Lat. omits). The Vulgate interprets &yo8óv as 
an adjective describing the nature of God's will, 
whereas Erasmus’ version treats it as describing 
the object of God's will, or as referring to the 
actions comprised in the preceding verbs, Tapa- 
OTioal, p ovoynuatiZecGe, ueroqioppoUo8s, 
and BoxipdZeiv. See Annot. The rendering of 
Ambrosiaster similarly had guod bonum but 
placed est later in the sentence. The omission 
in 1516 was probably accidental. Cf. Erasmus’ 
Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, p. 228, 
Il. 701-704. 


2 acceptumque kai evud&pectov (“et beneplacens" 
late Vg.; “et accepta" 1516). See on vs. 1 for 
acceptum, and on Iob. 1,39 for -que. 


2 perfectum téderov (“perfecta” 1516 = Vg). For 
Erasmus' use of the neuter in his 1519 revision, 
see on quod bonum est, above. The word perfectum 
was also to be found in Ambrosiaster. 
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3Aéym yap Sid tis xéprrog TÄS 
So0bcions poi mavti TO Óvmi èv piv, 
ui Utrepppovelv map ö ös qpo- 
vev, &AA& gpoveiv eis TO coqpovtiv, 
ékdota as ó Geds é&pépice péTpov 
Tio TERS. 

‘KoOérrep yàp év ivi ocouam  u&An 
TOÀA& Eyouev, THX SE WEAN TrdvTa ov 
Thy aùrhv eye: pdEv, Fottas of 
TTOAAO! Ev cópé& éopev Ev Xpiotd 6 
Sè Kad’ els, GAAACv ÉAN: $Éxovres 6E 
yapiopata Kata thy xépiv thy 8o- 
Geioav wiv Sidqopa, eire Trpopntelav 
xarà thy dvadoyiav Tijg TMTÍSTEWS, 
"eire Biokovíav èv TH Siaxovia, eire ó 
&)i5&|okcv èv ti SiSacKkadic, "eire 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


3Dico enim per gratiam quae data 
est mihi, cuilibet versanti inter vos, 
ne quis arroganter de se sentiat, supra 
quam oportet de se sentire: sed ita sen- 
tiat, vt modestus sit et sobrius, vt cui- 
que deus partitus est mensuram fidei. 

4Quemadmodum enim in vno cor- 
pore membra multa habemus: membra 
vero non omnia eundem habent ac- 
tum, sic multi vnum corpus sumus 
in Christo: singulatim autem alii ali- 
orum membra: ‘sed tamen habentes 
dona iuxta gratiam datam nobis varia, 
siue prophetiam iuxta portionem fidei, 
7siue minist|erium in administratio- 
ne, siue qui docet in doctrina, siue 


3 enim B-E: autem A | vt cuique B-E: vnicuique vt/4 | 4 non omnia D E: omnia non 4-C | 
5 singulatim B-E: singuli A | 6 tamen B-E: om. A | 7 administratione B-E: ministerio A 


3 enim y&p (“autem” 1516 Lat.). The use of 
autem for yóáp can be seen in the Vulgate at 
a few passages in the Gospels: e.g. Mt. 22,14; 
Le. 12,58; 14,24; Iob. 5,4, all retained by Eras- 
mus in 1516. 


3 cuilibet versanti mavti t& óvri (“omnibus 
qui sunt^ Vg.). The change to the singular was 
more literally accurate. See on Job. 7,1, and 
Annot., for Erasmus’ use of versor. See also Resp. 
ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 1010 A. The version 
of Lefévre put omni qui inter vos est. 


3 ne quis arroganter de se sentiat, supra xt) Umep- 
9poveiv ("non plus sapere" Vg.). See on Rom. 
8,5; 11,20 (GynAogpovEe). In Annot., Erasmus 
again stresses that this was not an exhortation 
against learning but against an attitude of self- 
importance. The interpretation of Valla Annot. 
was ne velitis de vobis sentire supra, while Lefévre 
put non esse supra sentiendum. 


3 de se sentire ... sentiat ppoveiv ... ppoveiv 
("sapere ... sapere" Vg.). See the previous note, 
and Annot. For the substitution of sentio for 
sapio see further on Rom. 8,5. Valla Annot. 
suggested replacing the first instance of sapere 
by sentire de vobis. Lefèvre put sentire ... sentiendum. 


3 ita... vt modestus sit et sobrius cig TÒ owppoveiv 
(“ad sobrietatem" Vg.). At Tit. 2,6, Erasmus 
was content to follow the Vulgate in using 


sobrius sum for this Greek verb, without adding 
modestus. He retains sobrietas for ocoppoouvn at 
Act. 26,25, and for ecoppovicuós at 2 Tim. 1,7. 
See Annot. The version of Lefévre put ad 
modestiam. 


3 vt cuique ixdotw cos (“et vnicuique sicut" 
late Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg"*; “vnicui- 
que sicut" some Vg. mss., with Vg‘; “vnicuique 
vt" 1516). The addition of et, in many Vulgate 
copies, does not have explicit Greek ms. support. 
Erasmus alters the word-order for the sake of 
clarity: cf. Annot. A similar substitution of vt 
cuique occurs at 1 Cor. 3,5 (1519). In rendering 
the same Greek phrase at 1 Cor. 7,17 (1519), 
vnicuique sicut is replaced by vnusquisque vt ipsi. 
Substitutions of quisque for vnusquisque also 
occur at twelve other passages, mainly for 
stylistic variety, e.g. at Mt. 18,35; Act. 2,8; 1 Cor. 
3,5 (1519). Manetti put onicuique sicut, while 
Lefévre Comm. had vt vnicuique. 

3 partitus est tuépice (“diuisit” Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at 1 Cor. 7,17, and also in 
rendering Siapepizoo at Mc. 15,24, in accordance 
with Vulgate usage at Job. 19,24. Possibly Eras- 
mus considered that it was inappropriate to 
speak of faith as something which could be 
“divided” into portions. More often he retains 
diuido, Lefèvre made the same change, but 
placed partitus est after fidei. 
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4 Quemadmodum: Kobérep (“Sicut” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 4,6. Lefévre made the same substi- 
tution. 


4 membra multa pédn Torá (“multa membra" 
Vg). The Vulgate reflects a different Greek 
word-order, TroÀA& u£An, exhibited by 3B?! *é 
N B D F G and a few later mss, including 
2105. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
supported by cod. A, together with 1, 2816 and 
most other late mss. The same change was again 
made by Lefévre. 


4 membra vero non omnia TÒ 5& u£Ar mávTa 
où (“omnia autem membra non" Vg.; “membra 
vero omnia non" 1516-22). For vero, see on 
Job. 1,26. The Vulgate word-order has little 
Greek ms. support (cf. Tà 5& rrávra PEAT oU 
in cod. F, or rrávra 56 tà péAn ov in cod. 
2105). In Manetti, the wording was membra 
autem non, omitting omnia. Lefévre put non 
autem omnia membra. 


4 babent actum tye: weGEw ("actum habent" 
Vg.). The Vulgate word-order corresponds with 
Tp&&£wv. Éye in 38?! *6 F*, Both Manetti and 
Lefévre made the same correction as Erasmus. 


5 sic oUroos (“ita” Vg.). See on Rom. 5,21. The 
same change was made by Manetti, but Lefévre 
put hunc in modum. 

5 singulatim «a els (“singuli” 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Job. 8,9. A similar substitution of singulatim 
for per singulos occurs at 1 Cor. 14,31, and for 
singuli at Eph. 5,33, and also for per singula at 
Hebr. 9,5, in accordance with Vulgate usage in 
rendering els kað’ els at Mc. 14,19. 


5 alii aliorum &AM)\)owv ("alter alterius" Vg.). 
Erasmus’ plural rendering is more accurate. See 
Annot., and cf. also on Job. 13,14. Valla Annot. 
suggested alius alterius, while Manetti offered 
adinuicem, and Lefevre inuicem. 


6 sed tamen habentes tyovtes Sé (“habentes” 
Annot., lemma; "habentes autem" Vg. 1527 
7 Vg. mss.; "sed habentes" 1516). The omission 
of autem in some printed Vulgate copies is 
exemplified by the Froben Vulgate of 1491: in 
Annot., Erasmus suggested that this word had 
been deliberately omitted by a later copyist. 
The passage was therefore mentioned in the Ad 
Placandos. The combination sed tamen is used 
by Erasmus elsewhere only at Rom. 15,15 (1519). 
Lefèvre put habentes quidem. 

6 dona yapioparta (“donationes” Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at 2 Cor. 1,11. See on Rom. 
1,11. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus complains of the 
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Vulgate inconsistency in rendering this Greek 
word. In Apolog. resp. lac Lop. Stun, ASD 
IX, 2, pp. 174-6, Il. 194-206, as well as in 1522 
Annot., he further objects that donatio was not 
used in this sense by classical authors. See also 
Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 1010 A-B. The 
rendering of Lefèvre was the same as that of 
Erasmus. 


6 iuxta (1st.) xató (“secundum” Vg.). See on 
Act. 13,23. 


6 datam viv Sobecioay (“quae data est” Vg.). 
Erasmus needed to make this change, to prevent 
confusion as to whether the following varia 
was connected with dona (neuter plural) or data 
(feminine singular). 

6 varia Bidqopa (“differentes” Vg.). Erasmus’ 
choice of rendering avoids unnecessary use of 
the present participle, and is closer to the gram- 
matical form of the Greek word. In Arnot., he 
suggested using diuersa. Elsewhere he follows 
the Vulgate in using varius for vroikíAos. He 
replaces multiformis by varius at 1 Petr. 4,10 
(troixiAos), and by vehementer varius at Eph. 
3,10 (troAvTroixiAos). Lefèvre put differentia. 


6 iuxta (2nd.) xatá (“secundum” Vg.). See on 
Act. 13,23, and Annot. 


6 portionem thy àvañoyiav (“rationem” Vg.). 
The article tiv, though present in most mss., 
was omitted by codd. 2105, 2815 and a few 
other late mss. Erasmus' rendering is more 
intelligible, and better suited to the context. In 
Annot., he also mentions proportionem as an 
alternative, but regarded this as inferior to 
pro portione. Cf. Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
LB IX, 1010 B-C. The use of proportionem 
was proposed by Valla Anzot. and Manetti. 
In Lefévre’s version, rationem was expanded 
to analogiam, id est rationem. 


7 administratione TÑ Siakovig (“ministrando” 
Vg.; "ministerio" 1516). Erasmus preferred to 
substitute a noun, so as to correspond with the 
form of the Greek word: see Annot. His usual 
rendering of &iakovía at other passages is mini- 
sterium rather than administratio: see on 1 Cor. 
12,5; 2 Cor. 3,7. Manetti and Lefévre both put 
ministerio, as in Erasmus’ first edition. 


8 siue cite (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by 3864 D* F G. The text of Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported 
by 1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss., commen- 
cing with N A B. This change agreed with the 
wording of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 
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ó TapokaAQv èv TH mapakàńos, 
ó peraðıiðoùs v ÁåTAÓTITI, 6 Trpo- 
icTóáuevos v omouðñ, ó £v iv 
iAapot nt. fj &yémn &vvumókprros: 
a&trootuyotvtes TO Trovnpdv, KoAAc- 
pevor TH cyabd, Ori pase- 
gia eis GAAHAOUS qiAÓcTopyo, TH 
Tij GAAHAOUS Trponyowpevar, "TH 
omouði qf ókvnpoi, TÓ Tvea- 
Ti Géovtes, TH Kaipd SovAevovtes, 
UT eATid: yaipovtes, TH OAiwer 


11 To Kaipw B-E: kupiou A 


9 sit B-E: om. A | sitis B-E: om. A | 


10 praeuenientes D E: praecedentes A-C | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


qui exhortatur in exhortatione, qui 
impertit in simplicitate, qui praeest 
in diligentia, qui miseretur in hila- 
ritate. ?Dilectio sit non simulata: 
sitis odio prosequentes quod malum 
est, adhaerentes ei quod bonum est, 
V per fraternam charitatem, ad mutuo 
vos diligendos propensi, honore alius 
alium praeuenientes, "studio non 
pigri, spiritu feruentes, tempori serui- 
entes, "spe gaudentes, in afflictione 


11 stu- 


dio B-E: diligentia £ | tempori B-E: domino A | 12 in afflictione B-E: per tribulationem 4 


8 exhortatione Ti) TrapaKAtoe (“exhortando” 
Vg.). Again Erasmus prefers a noun, to represent 
the grammatical form of the Greek expression 
more closely. See Annot. Both Manetti and 
Lefévre made the same substitution. 

8 qui impertit 6 peradiSous (“qui tribuit" Vg.). 
Erasmus expresses more clearly a nuance of the 
Greek verb, in the sense of "giving a share of" 
something. A comparable substitution occurs 
at Eph. 4,28, where the deponent form of the 
verb, impartiri, replaces unde tribuat in rendering 
petadiSdéven, similar to the Vulgate usage of 
impertiar at Rom. 1,11. Erasmus also uses impertio 
in rendering the same Greek verb at Le. 3,11; 
1 Thess. 2,8. C£. also facilis esse ad impartiendum 
instead of facile tribuere, in rendering eUpetado- 
tos elvan at 1 Tim. 6,18. For Erasmus’ occasional 
use of tribuo, see on Rom. 4,20. At the present 
passage, Manetti put tribuens, and Lefèvre qui 
contribuit. 

8 diligentia o rov61j (“sollicitudine” Vg). The 
same substitution occurs at Rom. 12,11 (1516 
only); 2 Cor. 8,7. Sometimes Erasmus prefers 
studium, at Rom. 12,11 (1519); 2 Cor. 7,12; 
Hebr. 6,11; Ind. 3, and also replaces cura with 
studium at 2 Petr. 1,5. Such changes avoided the 
unwanted connotation of sollicitudo, in the 
sense of "anxiety". Cf. Erasmus' substitution of 
diligentior for sollicitior in rendering otrouSaid- 
Tepos at 2 Cor. 8,17, 22, and diligens for sollicitus 
in translating oTrouSatos and oroubóZo at 
2 Cor. 8,22; Gal. 2,10. A related change can be 
found in his use of studeo to replace sollicitus, 
festino, and sollicite curo in rendering orovSáZo 


at Eph. 4,3; 1 Thess. 2,17; 2 Tim. 2,15; Hebr. 4,11. 
However, sollicitudo is retained for otrov51) at 
2 Cor. 7,11; 8,8 (1519); 8,16. At the present pas- 
sage, Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus. 
Manetti, more literally, had festinatione. 


9 sit non simulata &vurókpvros ("sine simula- 
tione" Vg.; "non simulata" 1516). For Erasmus’ 
avoidance of sine, see on Joh. 8,7. He also uses 
non simulata at three other passages, replacing 
non ficta at 2 Cor. 6,6; 1 Tim. 1,5; 2 Tim. 1,5. 
At 1 Petr. 1,22, he introduced a longer alterna- 
tive, ab omni simulatione aliena. Cf. also Erasmus’ 
replacement of simulatio by simulo in rendering 
ovvutrekplOnoav at Gal. 2,13. However, he 
retained sine simulatione at lac. 3,17. By adding 
sit, he interprets this sentence as an exhortation 
or command rather than a statement: see the 
following note. 

9 sitis odio prosequentes &kroo Tuy ouvTes (“odien- 
tes” Vg.; “odio prosequentes” 1516), By adding 
sitis, Erasmus treats this as an instruction ad- 
dressed to the readers of the epistle, anticipating 
the use of the second person plural in vs. 14, 
evAoyeite. He could equally have used simus, 
resuming the first person plural from vss. 4-6. 
He uses odio prosequor elsewhere in rendering 
uicéo at Mt. 5,44; Tit. 3,3; Iud. 23; Ap. lob. 
17,16 (1519). In Annot., Erasmus further suggests 
odio babentes, or abborrentes. In classical usage, 
the verb odi is defective, lacking most elements 
of the present tense. For this reason, he regarded 
the present participle, odientes, as unacceptable, 
and included it among the Soloecismi. He also 
maintained this position against Stunica in 
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Epist. apolog. adv. Stun., LB IX, 398 E-F. The 
version of Lefévre had odite. 


9 quod malum est tà Trovnpdv ("malum" Vg.). 
Erasmus wishes to make clear that this refers 
to evil actions or things, rather than evil 
persons: see Annot. Cf. the replacement of 
malum by id quod malum est in rendering TÒ 
Koxév at Rom. 13,4. 


9 ei quod bonum est th &yað& (“bono” Vg.). 
Again Erasmus seeks to exclude the interpre- 
tation that this might refer to a good person, 
and takes the words as neuter, on analogy with 
the preceding TÒ trovnpdv. See the previous 
note. 


10 per fraternam charitatem tù pidadeAqig (“cha- 
ritatem fraternitatis" Vg.). The Vulgate seems to 
make charitatem the object of the action implied 
in giAdotopyol, instead of taking it in an 
instrumental sense. As Erasmus later pointed 
out in Annot., it is possible that the original 
Vulgate reading was charitate, as found in some 
Vulgate mss. By substituting a prepositional 
phrase, he sought to prevent the recurrence of 
such an error. See also Resp. ad collat. inv. 
geront., LB IX, 1010 C-D. Elsewhere Erasmus 
replaces fraternitatis with fraterna in rendering 
piradeAgia and qiAÓBEAQos at 1 Thess. 4,9; 
Hebr. 13,1; 1 Petr. 1,22; 3,8; 2 Petr. 1,7, but 
retains fraternitas for &BeAqdrns at 1 Petr. 2,17; 
5,9. Manetti put fraternam caritatem, and Lefèvre 
fraterna. dilectione. 


10 ad mutuo vos diligendos propensi eis &XM- 
Aous qiAóo Topyoi ("inuicem diligentes" Vg.). 
In using the adjective, propensus, Erasmus retains 
the grammatical form of the Greek word, and 
also conveys the sense of spontaneous affection 
rather than a benign attitude which might arise 
merely from a sense of duty: see Annot., and 
Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 1010 C-D. For 
Erasmus’ avoidance of inuicem, see on Tob. 4,33; 
13,34. Lefèvre put mutuo beniuoli. 


10 alius alium &XNXous (“inuicem” Vg.). See 
on Job. 4,33. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre put 
mutuo. 


10 praeuenientes mponyoupevor "praecedentes" 
1516-22). In 1527, Erasmus returned to the Vul- 
gate verb. Not entirely content with this render- 
ing, however, he suggested in Resp. ad collat. iuv. 
geront., LB IX, 1010 D-F, that praeferentes might 
be more accurate, i.e. treating other people as 
more worthy of honour than oneself. A similar 
interpretation was offered in 1535 Annot. 
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11 studio ti oTrovSi (“sollicitudine” Vg.; “di- 
ligentia” 1516). See on vs. 8, and Annot. The 
word studio was also adopted by Lefèvre. 


11 uf. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus substitutes 
ox, without support from any of his Basle 
mss. 


11 tempori t& Kaip@ (“domino” 1516 = Vg). 
The reading kupíov in 1516, without the article, 
is unsupported by mss., and may reflect a mis- 
take of the typesetter, as T6& xupíc (or rather 
TÓ Ko, using the abbreviated form of the 
divine name) was attested by all of Erasmus’ 
Greek mss. at Basle. Further, his 1519 substi- 
tution of TH kap® (Le. "serving the time" 
rather than "serving the Lord") was a conjecture 
based on his opinion as to the requirements 
of the context, bolstered by a misrepresentation 
of the patristic evidence, and having no support 
from the Greek mss. which he usually consul- 
ted. In viewing tempori as better suited to this 
context, he followed the judgment of Am- 
brosiaster. However, his statement in Arnot., 
that "Ambrose" (i.e. Ambrosiaster) was aware 
of Greek mss. which had kaipé, appears to 
be incorrect. At this passage, the 1492 edition 
of Ambrosiaster’s commentary actually says 
"Tempori seruientes. In greco dicitur sic habere: 
Deo seruientes: quod nec loco competit". In 
this extract, Tempori serutentes is merely the 
lemma, which contained Ambrosiaster's pre- 
ferred N.T. wording, and was possibly taken 
from an Old Latin source. The Greek text 
to which Ambrosiaster refers contained the 
equivalent, not of tempori but of deo, i.e. TH 
Ged. Some mss. of Ambrosiaster's work (see 
CSEL 81, ad loc.) substitute domino for deo, in 
which case the implied Greek wording would 
be 1& kupíc. In neither case does Ambrosi- 
aster cite Greek mss. which have 1 Kaipo. 
Similarly, in mentioning Origen's commentary 
on Romans, Erasmus does not make sufficiently 
clear that the mss. which this patristic source 
cited in support of tempori were Latin and not 
Greek: this word was alleged, whether by Origen 
or his translator, to be “in nonnullis Latinorum 
exemplaribus". The reading T Kanpé is seen 
in few mss. other than codd. D* F G. See 
further Erasmus’ Resp, ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD 
IX, 4, pp. 227-8, 11. 686-691, and Resp. ad collat. 
inv. geront., LB IX, 1010 D. 


12 in afflictione ti Aiye (“in tribulatione" 
Vg.; "per tribulationem" 1516). See on Joh. 
16,21 for afflictio. Lefèvre preferred in pressura. 
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Utropévovtes, Ti] Tpocsuyfj mpoo- 
kaprepoUvres, Tas xpeiois TÕV 
&yicv  KoiwcvoÜUvTes, Thy gidove€i- 
av 81dKovtTes. MglAoyeire TOUS 
SiaKovtas dÜOpàs, evAoyeite Kai ur) 
Karrapàoe. Byaipev perà yai- 
póvrov, Kal Kalev perà Kàa- 
OVTOV' tò ottd els GAATAOUS 
ppovolvTes, uh Ta UynAd  gpo- 
volves, | GAAX Toig Tatrelvois 
ouvamayópevoi. uf) yívec8e opóvipoi 
Trap’ éaurois, 7 pnSevi kakòv àvri 
kakoU . &mobiBÓvreg — TrpovooUuevoi 
KOA& éveoTrioy  T&vTov dvOpartroov’ 
8e Suvatév, TO i£ wWyudv, perà 


16 yıveoðe B-E: yivecdai A 
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patientes, precationi instantes, neces- 
sitatibus sanctorum communicantes, 
hospitalitatem sectantes. ‘Bene lo- 
quamini de iis qui vos insectantur: 
bene loquamini, inquam, et ne male 
precemini. "Gaudete cum gaudenti- 
bus, et flete cum flentibus: 'eo|dem 
animo alii in alios affecti, non arro- 
ganter de vobis ipsis sentientes, sed 
humilibus vos accommodantes. Ne 
sitis arrogantes apud vosmet ipsos, 
"neque cuiquam malum pro malo 
reddatis: prouide parantes honesta in 
conspectu omnium hominum: "si 
fieri potest, quantum in vobis est, cum 


12 precationi B-E: orationi A | 16 arrogantes B-E: prudentes 4 | 17 neque cuiquam B-E: 


neminiA | reddatis B-E: reddentes 4 


12 precationi Tij mpoceuyi] (“orationi” 1516 
= Vg.). See on Act. 1,14. 


13 necessitatibus vois ypelots. In 1519 Annot., 
again drawing on the testimony of Ambrosiaster 
and the translator of Origen, Erasmus deduces 
the existence of an ancient variant, pveíoug 
(memoriis). He further argued that, because of 
the apparent absurdity (“subabsurdus sensus") 
of uvelais, scribes would have been more likely 
to alter it into xpefous than vice versa, and that 
uveíois was therefore probably the original 
wording. See also the Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, 
ASD IX, 4, p. 228, ll. 693-699, and Resp. ad 
collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 1010 F. However, the 
reading uveíais, which is also found in codd. 
D* F G, looks more like an egregious error by 
an early scribe, who was confused by the 
resemblance between the two words and mis- 
takenly imagined that the passage referred to 
prayers of intercession (cf. Rom. 1,9-10, uveiav 
Uyddv TroioÜpad Trávroe érri TOV TrpooeUX Qv 
you) or who had the fanciful notion that it 
meant the commemoration of the lives of 
departed saints. 


14 Bene loquamini (twice) evAoyeite ("Benedi- 
cite" Vg.). At Mt. 5,44, Erasmus preferred bene 
precor. Elsewhere he usually retains benedico. 
From Annot., it seems that he wished to avoid 


the connotation of benedico as meaning "praise", 
which was an inappropriate verb in this con- 
text. Cf. also Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 
1010 F-1011 A. 


14 de iis qui vos insectantur tows DicoKovras 
ous ("persequentibus vos" late Vg.). Erasmus 
often avoids the present participle. Similar 
substitutions of insector occur at Mt. 5,11, 44. 
Usually he retains perseguor from the Vulgate. 
In this instance, he felt that insector was better 
for conveying the idea of verbal persecution. 
Manetti had persecutoribus vestris. 


14 inquam (Vg. omits). Erasmus adds this word 
to emphasise the repetition of evAoyeite. See 
on Job. 1,20. 


14 ne male precemini pt; Katapaote ("nolite 
maledicere" Vg.). In rendering xatapéopai 
elsewhere, Erasmus uses dewoueo at Mt. 5,44, 
and execror at Mc. 11,21, but retains maledico at 
lac. 3,9. See Annot. In classical usage, the verb 
maledico means to “abuse” rather than “curse”. 
For the comparable removal of maledictio, see 
on Rom. 3,14. For the use of ze, see on Rom. 
11,18. Manetti put ze maledicatis. 


15 Gaudete yaipew ("Gaudere" Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus argues that the Greek infinitive, as 
elsewhere, is to be understood in an imperative 
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sense, and that since this idiom was not used 
in classical Latin, it should not be translated 
literally. Lefévre solved the problem by using 
gaudendum. 


15 et kai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission is 
supported by $* N B D* F G and a few later 
mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
accompanied by 1, 2105, 2816, with A D°" and 


most of the later mss. The word was similarly 
restored by Manetti and Lefévre. 


15 flete KAalew ("flere" Vg.). See on gaudete, 
above. Lefèvre put flendum. 


16 eodem animo ... affecti TÒ AUTO ... ppovoUvres 
(“id ipsum ... sentientes" Vg.). For Erasmus’ use 
of afficio, see on Iob. 8,49. At Phil. 2,2, translating 
the same Greek expression, he uses similiter 
affecti esse. At Rom. 15,5, he prefers idem sentire; 
at 2 Cor. 13,11, vnanimes esse, and at Phil. 3,16 
and 4,2 (both in 1519), concordes esse. As explained 
in Annot., Erasmus understands the Greek 
phrase as denoting an attitude of mind, or 
mutual esteem, and not merely agreement on 
matters of fact. Lefèvre had idem ... sentientes. 


16 alii in alios elg &AAHAoUs (“inuicem” Vg.). 
See on Job. 4,33, and Annot. In Lefévre's render- 
ing, the Vulgate word was replaced by mutuo. 


16 arroganter de vobis ipsis Tà own (“alta” 
Vg.) Erasmus paraphrases the meaning, to 
make it clear that the target of the apostle’s 
criticism was not “lofty thoughts" but an atti- 
tude of arrogant self-importance. See further 
on Rom. 11,20 (UynAogpovéo), and Annot. 


16 sentientes ppovotvtes (“sapientes” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 8,5, and Annot. The version of Lefévre 
made the same change. 


16 vos accommodantes ouvaTraydopevoi ("con- 
sentientes" Vg.). Erasmus translates in accord- 
ance with the context, which relates to the need 
for mutual toleration and forbearance rather 
than the possession of identical thoughts. See 
Annot. The rendering of Lefèvre was aggregati 
(“associating with"). 


16 Ne sitis wh yivec8e ("Nolite esse" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 11,18. The itacistic spelling yiveodau, 
in 1516, was an error of the typesetter, not 
drawn from mss. The rendering of Manetti was 
the same as that of Erasmus. Lefévre's version 
had Nolite fieri, which was incorrectly adopted 
as the Vulgate lemma in 1516-27 Annot. 


16 arrogantes ppóvipor "prudentes" 1516 = Vg). 
In a similar context, at Rom. 11,25 (1519), 
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Erasmus preferred elati animo: see ad loc., and 
see also Annot. 


17 neque cuiquam unbevi (“Nulli” Vg.; "nemini" 
1516). A similar use of neque cuiquam occurs at 
Mc. 16,8; Iob. 8,33 (both in 1519). One problem 
with zulli, in the Vulgate rendering, is that this 
dative singular could be mistaken for a nomi- 
native plural. The use of semini in the 1516 
edition was in agreement with the wording of 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 


17 reddatis &roBiGóvres (“reddentes” 1516 
7 Vg.). Erasmus' use of the subjunctive is less 
literal, but avoids the inelegant combination of 
an auxiliary verb with a participle (ne sitis ... 
reddentes). cf. on Iob. 1,28. 


17 prouide parantes mpovooüusvoi  ("proui- 
dentes" Vg). Although the adverb prowide 
was little used by classical authors, Erasmus 
wished to expand the rendering so as to avoid 
the ambiguity of prouideo, which could also 
mean “foresee”, At 2 Cor. 8,21, in a similar 
context, he replaced prowideo with procuro. 
However, he uses prowideo for tpovotw at 
1 Tim. 5,8. 


17 bonesta kaÀ& ("bona" Vg.). A similar sub- 
stitution occurs at Mt. 15,26; Mc. 7,27 (1519); 
Lc. 8,15; 2 Cor. 8,21 (1519); 13,7; 1 Tim. 3,1; 
Tit. 3,8; 1 Petr. 2,12 (1519). See Annot. on Mt. 
15,26, where Erasmus distinguishes between 
kaAós (honestus) and &ya8ós (bonus). 


17 in conspectu omnium bominum tvoymiov Tráv- 
Twv &yOpormrov ("non tantum coram deo, sed 
coram omnibus hominibus" Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus substitutes solum for tantum in his 
citation of the Vulgate wording. For the use 
of in conspectu, see on Act. 3,13. The Vulgate 
corresponds with the insertion of ot pdvov 
tvoorriov ToU Geo &AA& Kai before &voorriov 
in codd. F G, possibly influenced by 2 Cor. 
8,21. A slightly different variant inserted Evc- 
Tov TOU OcoU Kai, as in cod. A. Erasmus 
suggested in Annot. that these words were a 
later addition designed to prevent the apostle 
from appearing content with the praise of men. 
He placed the passage among the Quae Sint 
Addita. The extra words were likewise deleted 
by Manetti and Lefévre. 


18 quantum in vobis est TÒ 6€ Spd (“quod ex 
vobis est" Vg.). See on Rom. 1,15. This more 
intelligible rendering follows the first version 
of Lefèvre. Ambrosiaster (1492) and Lefèvre 
Comm. had quantum ex vobis est. 
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Távrov — &vOpomov = elpnvevovtes, 
Put éautoùs ékSixoUvres, dryarrn- 
Tol, GAA& Sóte TóÓmov Ti) ópyiy 
yéypatrra yóp, 'Euoi éxSixnots, ty% 
202^ 


évtatro&wow, Aéyel KUPIOS. £y 
ov teva 6 éy8pds cou, woe 
aUTóv: àv iy, monde adtdv. 


ToUTO yap Troidv, ÓvOpakas Trupós 
owpevoeis imi Thy KEepaAty oUToU. 
"uh vikd rd ToU KaKoU, cAAK 
vika tv Té crya@d TÒ kakóv. 


1 Tl&ca yux &ovclais Utrep- 


exovoars  ÜToTaccÉcÓQ. oU 
yao torw e€ovoia si pr ard Oeo: 
ai 8 oŭoa ousia, Und O00 


20 cav Siva TroTiZe avtov B-E: om. A 
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omnibus hominibus in pace viuen- 
tes, non vosmet ipsos vlciscen- 
tes dilecti, quin potius date locum 
irae: scriptum est enim: Mihi vltio, 
ego rependam, dicit dominus.  ?Si 
igitur esurit inimicus tuus, pasce 
illum: si sitit, da illi potum. Hoc 
enim si feceris, carbones ignis co- 
aceruabis in caput illius. 4 Ne 
vincaris a malo, imo vince bono 
malum. 


1 Omnis anima potestatibus 

supereminentibus subdita sit. 
Non enim est potestas nisi a deo: 
quae vero sunt potestates, a deo 


19 quin potius B-E: sed 4 | 20 inimicus B-E: inmicus A | si sitit, da illi potum B-E: om. A | 


21 bono B-E: in bono A 
13,1 supereminentibus C-E: excellentibus 4 B 


18 in pace viuentes eipnvesovtes ("pacem ha- 
bentes” Vg.). The more vigorous expression 
used by Erasmus may be compared with his 
substitution of pacifice vino at Mc. 9,50 (1516 
only), and in pace ago at 2 Cor. 13,11. He 
restored pacem babeo for this Greek verb at 
Mc. 9,50 (1519), and also retained this phrase 
at 1 Thess. 5,13. 


19 viciscentes txSixoUvres (“defendentes” Vg.). 
Erasmus’ rendering is consistent with the Vul- 
gate use of wiciscor (“avenge”) at 2 Cor. 10,6. 
In Annot., he argues that defence is a legitimate 
form of action for a Christian, and that this 
should be distinguished from revenge. He fur- 
ther offers the alternative verb, vindico, employed 
by the Vulgate at Le. 18,3, 5; Ap. Iob. 6,10; 19,2: 
see also on Act. 7,24. The use of viciscentes was 
anticipated by Manetti, while Valla Annot. and 
Lefèvre preferred vindicantes. 


19 dilecti &yorrrrtol (“charissimi” Vg.). See on 
Act. 15,25, and Annot. The same change was 
made by Manetti and Lefévre. 

19 quin potius GAAG ("sed" 1516 = Vg.). See on 
Iob. 8,17 for Erasmus’ use of quiz. The more 
emphatic quin potius occurs elsewhere in the 
1519 edition at Mt. 6,33; 9,13; Lc. 12,31; 14,10; 


2 Cor. 8,17; 1 Tim. 4,7, and once in 1516 at 
Gal. 4,9. 

19 vitio &f«nois ("vindictam" Vg). A compar- 
able substitution of vitio occurs at 2 Thess. 1,8. 
In Annot., Erasmus follows Valla Annot. in 
objecting to the Vulgate use of the accusative 
here, and makes reference to the Vulgate ren- 
dering, mea est vitio, at Dt. 32,35. At Hebr. 10,30, 
translating the same Greek expression, Erasmus 
replaces mihi vindictam with meum est vlcisci. He 
includes the present passage among the Loca 
Manifeste Deprauata. Valla Annot., Manetti and 
Lefèvre all put vindicta, in the nominative. 


19 ego Eyc ("et ego" late Vg.). The late Vulgate 
addition of et lacks Greek ms. support. See 
Annot. The same correction was made by Valla 
Annot. and Lefévre. 


19 rependam avtaToSwow (“retribuam” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 11,35. 


20 Si igitur t&v ov ("Sed et si” late Vg.). The 
late Vulgate addition of et does not enjoy Greek 
ms. support. The reading of Vulgate mss., Sed 
si, reflects a Greek text having GAA ¿év or 
GAA’ édv, as in codd. X A B and thirty-three 
later mss. Erasmus follows cod. 2817, together 
with 1 and 2816, and also D*" and about 500 
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later mss. His codd. 2105 and 2815 had just 
t&v, in company with thirty-four other mss., 
commencing with Pit D* F G (see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 1, pp. 380-2). Lefèvre 
made the same change as Erasmus, while Ma- 
netti had Si ergo. 


20 esurit vrew& (“esurierit” Vg.). Erasmus sub- 
stitutes the present indicative, consistent with 


the use of sitit later in the sentence. In Prv. 
25,21, the Vulgate has both esurierit and sitierit. 
Lefévre made the same alteration as Erasmus, 
but both mss. of Manetti’s version incorrectly 
had exurit. 


20 pasce yombe (“ciba” Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus 
comments that the Greek word has a greater 
emphasis than merely “feed”. The use of cibo 
as a verb was also not favoured by classical 
authors. 


20 si sitit, da illi potum tev bys, TOTIZe aUTOV 
(“si sitit, potum da illi” Vg.; omitted in 1516). 
The omission of these words in 1516 was based 
on cod. 2817, supported by a few other late 
mss.: see Annot. In Manetti, potum da illi became 
potum da ei, but in Lefèvre, da ei potum. 


20 si feceris wordy (“faciens” Vg.). As elsewhere, 
Erasmus avoids the present participle. However, 
his use of a conditional clause prevents the 
Greek wording from being interpreted in a 
more straightforward instrumental sense (“by 
doing this ..."). 

20 coaceruabis owpevoeis (“congeres” Vg.). This 
change is consistent with the Vulgate use of 
coaceruo to render Emiowpeveo at 2 Tim. 4,3. It 
has the more specific meaning of “heap up”, 
whereas congero can also mean “gather together”. 
See Annot. Possibly Erasmus was influenced 
here by Lefévre’s adoption of aceruabis. 


20 in twi (“super” Vg.) Erasmus, watchful 
against the possibility of absurd misunder- 
standings, no doubt wished it to be clear that 
the metaphorical coals of fire were to be heaped 
“upon” a person’s head, and not merely to be 
suspended above it. Cf. on Job. 7,44. 

20 ilius ato (“eius” Vg.). This change pro- 
duces consistency with the use of illum and illi 
earlier in the verse. Manetti had suum. 

21 Ne vincaris ut) vixd (“Noli vinci" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 11,18. Manetti made the same change. 


21 imo GAAG (“sed” Vg.). See on Act. 19,2. 


21 bono iv tH &yað& (“in bono" 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Job. 1,26. 


12,18 - 13,1 
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13,1 supereminentibus STepexoucais (“sublimi- 
oribus" Vg.; “excellentibus” 1516-19). In Annot., 
Erasmus observes that the Greek word is not 
a comparative adjective, and that at 1 Petr. 2,13 
it is more accurately rendered by the Vulgate 
as praecellens. At Phil. 3,8, where the Vulgate uses 
eminens to render Urrep£yov, Erasmus has excel- 
lentia. See further on 2 Cor. 3,10 for his use of 
eminens, excellens, and praceminens, in rendering 
UrreppáAAo. See also Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
LB IX, 1011 A-B. The version of Manetti had 
excelsis. 

1 enim est y&p tori (“est enim" Vg.). Erasmus 
here follows the Greek word-order more pre- 
cisely. Lefévre began the sentence with Nam 
non est. 


1 amd. In cod. 2815, this word was replaced 
by bird, in company with 1, 2105 and nearly 
all other mss. The Erasmian text follows cod. 
2817, supported by 2816, with D* F G and 
only a few later mss. This poorly supported 
reading continued into the Textus Receptus. 


1 vero Sé (“autem” Vg.). See on Ioh. 1,26. 


1 potestates EEoucion (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission is supported by codd. N A B D* F 
G 0285" and some later mss. One explanation 
of i££oucíoi might be that it was added later 
in order to clarify the meaning of the strange- 
sounding phrase, ai 68 oUcat, which immedi- 
ately preceded it. If, on the other hand, i£&ouaíci 
were authentic, an early scribe might have had 
more than one reason for omitting it. The word 
could, for example, have been deleted because 
it was considered repetitious, in view of the 
use of i£ouoía earlier in the sentence. Another 
possibility is that the shorter reading originated 
through the common scribal error of homoeo- 
teleuton, prompted by the close resemblance of 
the two words, oucod s&ouciot, making it easy 
for the eye of a scribe to jump from the last 
two letters of oŭga to the same pair of letters 
at the end of t£ovoía:. Erasmus’ text follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1 and 2816, 
and also D°" and most of the later mss. In 
cod. 2105, the word-order is aî 8& &&ovoíoi 
ai oto. In Annot., placing undue reliance 
on Origen's silence regarding the words ai 5t 
ovoat ... teraypéva: eiciv, Erasmus ventures 
to speculate that this whole clause could have 
been a later insertion. Both Manetti and Lefévre 
replaced quae autem with potestates autem quae. 


1 deo (2nd.) 8c00. In omitting the article Tot 
before 6:00, Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
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Teraypgévai eloiv. ?doTe Ó avtitaoc- 
cópevos ti Eouvoia, TH ToU coU Sia- 
tayi é&v0é|oTnkev. oi 5& àv0roTnkÓ- 
tes, ÉauTois «pipa Afjyovrot. ol yàp 
&pxovtes ouk eloi pdBos t&v &yabdv 
Epyov, &AA& TOv kakõv. £Aes 5E uf) 
poPeiobaa Tiv e€ovciav; tò àyaðòv 
moisi, Kod E€e1s Etraivov &€ avtijs: 4800 
yap SidKovds éoti coi cis TO &yaóv. 
&ày 8€ TO kakóv mois, poBot. où yap 
eiki Thy ucyaipav popet 9:00 yap ió- 
Kovós otv, éxSixos eis Opyty TH TO 
Kakòv irpdooovTt. 5816 &váykn Umo- 
Tácotc8ai, où povov Sik thy òpyńv, 


3 feres B-E: habebis A | 
subditum 4 


ab B-E: ex A | 


2817, along with 2105, as well as %* AB D 
F Gand some other mss. In cod. N ©", together 
with 1, 2816 and most other late mss., ToU is 
added, and it is also in the text cited by 1516 
Annot. and Lefévre Comm. In Annot., Erasmus 
objects to the insertion of a comma after deo 
in some copies of the Vulgate, instead of after 
quae autem sunt, as this produced a different 
interpretation of the sentence. This occurred, 
for example, in the Vulgate text of Lefévre and 
the 1502 Glossa Ordinaria, but not in Erasmus’ 
1527 Vulgate column. 


1 ordinatae tetoypévan (“ordinata” late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate use of the neuter reflects a mis- 
understanding of the gender of the preceding 
quae, which can elsewhere be either feminine 
or neuter. Even though the Vulgate text omits 
potestates (kEovolat), this word remains the im- 
plied subject because of the feminine gender of 
ai ... ooo ... Tetorypévan, and hence quae 
must be treated as a feminine plural. Manet- 
ti and Lefévre made the same correction as 
Erasmus. 


2 quisquis & (“qui” Vg.). See on Job. 4,14. The 
change is mainly for stylistic variety, as Erasmus 
retains qui later in the verse. 


2 qui ... restiterint ol ... &vOso rrkóres (“qui ... 
resistunt" Vg.). Erasmus' idiomatic use of the 
future perfect is prompted by the following 
substitution of the future tense, accipient. See 
below. 


4 tert. est B-E: est, tibi A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


ordinatae sunt. ?Itaque quisquis resi- 
stit potestati, dei | ordinationi resistit: 
qui autem restiterint, sibi ipsis iudici- 
um accipient: ? nam principes non ter- 
rori sunt bene agentibus, sed male. Vis 
autem non timere potestatem? Quod 
bonum est facito, et feres laudem ab 
ila: ‘dei enim minister est tibi in 
bonum. Quod si feceris, id quod 
malum est, time: non enim frustra 
gladium gestat: nam dei minister est, 
vitor ad iram, ei qui, quod malum 
est, fecerit. "Quapropter oportet esse 
subditos, non solum propter iram, 


5 subditos B-E: 


2 sibi ipsis tautoïs ("ipsi sibi" Vg.). The Vulgate 
use of ipsi, presumably intended as a nominative 
plural, is less precise. Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same correction as Erasmus. 

2 iudicium xpipa (“damnationem” Vg.). See on 
lob. 3,19 and Rom. 8,1. In Annot., Erasmus 
seems to commend damnatio as a valid rendering 
("haud male vertit"). At one passage in 1519, 
at Mc. 12,40, he even substitutes damnatio for 
iudicium. His use of iudicium at the present 
passage followed the version of Lefévre. 

2 accipient Myovrai (“acquirunt” Vg.). Eras- 
mus' use of the future tense is more accurate, 
and his choice of verb more appropriate to the 
context. See Annot., following Valla Annot., and 
see also Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, 
p. 228, Il. 706-710. The rendering of Manetti 
incorrectly substituted relinquunt. Lefèvre had 
sument in his text, but offered accipient as an 
alternative in Comm. 


3 terrori sunt eic qópos ("sunt timori" Vg.). 
The word terror refers to the source rather than 
the feeling of fear, and is hence better suited 
to this context. Cf. Annot. A similar substitution 
of terror occurs at 2 Cor. 5,11; 7,5; 1 Petr. 3,14. 
Valla Annot. gave a literal rendering of the 
present passage as sunt terror, while Lefévre put 
sunt terrori. 


3 bene agentibus, sed male T&v &y av Epywv, 
&AAà THY KoKdv (“boni operis, sed mali" 
Vg.). The Vulgate follows a Greek text having 
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TH é&yaBG čpyw, &AX& TH xoà, attested by 
twenty-two mss., commencing with P% N A B 
D* Fe" G 0285. Erasmus’ Greek text follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
2816, with D°" and more than 550 later 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 1, 
pp. 385-7). His rendering, however, is more of 
an interpretative paraphrase. See Annot. This 
extensive textual variation between the geni- 
tive and the dative, and between the plural 
and singular number, would seem to have 
arisen from a decision by an ancient editor, 
rather than from an accident of copying. For 
example, if the dative (t& ... kox&) was not 
authentic, such a change could have been 
motivated by a desire to make clear that the 
preceding word, póßos, primarily refers to the 
deterrent which rulers and magistrates provide 
against evil deeds, and not to the fear which 
might be caused by the evil deeds themselves. 
In Manetti, the rendering was bonorum operum: 
sed malorum (cf. Valla Annot., which incorrectly 
omits operum). Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had 
bonis operibus, sed malis. 


3 Quod bonum est tò &yotóv ("Bonum" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 12,9. 


3 facito role (“fac” Vg.). See on Ioh. 12,27 for 
this form of the imperative. This change agrees 
with the wording of Ambrosiaster. 


3 feres &&is. "habebis" 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus 
looks for an idiomatic alternative to the literal 
rendering offered by the Vulgate. Lefévre put 
assequeris. 

3 ab && ("ex" 1516 = Vg.). At Mt. 21,16; Rom. 
2,29, Erasmus retains ex for referring to the 
source of praise. 

4 Quod si tev Sé ("Si autem" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 2,25. 

4 feceris, id quod malum est Tò KaKdov Trois 
(“malum feceris" late Vg. and some Vg. mss., 
with Vg"*; "male feceris" some Vg. mss., with 
Vg). For Erasmus’ insertion of quod ... est, see 
on Rom. 12,9. He moves feceris to an earlier 
position, to avoid joining three verbs together 
in est feceris, time. Lefèvre had malum facias. 


4 frustra eii ("sine causa" Vg.). Erasmus pre- 
fers the sense "in vain" rather than "without 
a reason”. A similar substitution occurs at Gal. 
3,4; 4,11, in accordance with Vulgate usage at 
1 Cor. 15,2; Col. 2,18. For Erasmus’ avoidance 
of sine, see on Job. 8,7. His use of frustra was 
anticipated by Manetti. Lefévre put ab re. 
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4 gestat popei (“portat” Vg.). See on Job. 19,5. 
4 nam dei 6:00 yap (“Dei enim” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 3,34. This change was for stylistic variety, 
to avoid repetition of dei enim earlier in the 
verse. 


4 est (31d.) éoriv ("est, tibi” 1516 Lat.). The 
1516 addition of tibi at this point lacks support 
from Greek mss., and seems to be an unintended 
harmonisation with minister est tibi in the first 
part of the verse. 


4 vltor &kSixos (“vindex” Vg.). The same sub- 
stitution occurs at 1 Thess. 4,6, and matches 
Erasmus’ use of vlciscor and vitio for &6iéo 
and &xoíknois in Rom. 12,19: see above. Manetti 
anticipated this change. 


4 ad sis (“in” Vg). Possibly this change of 
preposition was for the sake of stylistic variety, 
in view of zn bonum earlier in the verse. The 
same change was made by Lefévre, in both 
places. 


4 ei qui... fecerit T ... vTpácoovn (“ei qui ... 
agit" Vg.). See on Act. 15,29. This change ob- 
scures the slight distinction of meaning between 
xaxóv Trpácoo and kakòv Troiéco, used earlier 
in the verse. Manetti put ei qui ... facit. 


4 quod malum est (2nd.) tò xoxóv (“male” 
Vg. 1527; "malum" Vg. mss.). The 1527 Vul- 
gate column agrees with the Froben Vulgate of 
1514. See on Rom. 12,9 for Erasmus' expansion 
of the wording. 

5 Quapropter 516 (“Ideoque” late Vg.; "Ideo" 
Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate addition of -que has 
little support from Greek mss. other than the 
substitution of xai for &váykr in P“. See on 
Act. 10,29 for quapropter. In Annot., Erasmus 
suggests Quare. Manetti put Idcirco. 


5 oportet esse subditos &vé&ykn únotáoosoða 
("necessitate subditi estote" Vg. 1527 - Vg. 
mss.; "necessitati subditi estote" Annot., lemma; 
"oportet esse subditum" 1516). The use of ne- 
cessitati, as adopted by Erasmus’ Vulgate lemma 
and the Vulgate column of Lefévre, would 
require an iota subscript, &váykn, making it 
the indirect object of úmotáooeoða (“obey 
necessity" instead of "it is necessary to obey"). 
In putting estote, the Vulgate treats Uttotd&o- 
cto9o1 as the equivalent of an imperative, or 
possibly followed a Greek text having Utro- 
tdéoorobe, as suggested by Erasmus in Annot. 
(cf. avéryxn 9rrorácosot in cod. 69). However, 
in P* D F G, which have Utrotdocecbs, the 
word avéryxn is omitted. Erasmus’ Greek text 
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&AA& xai Sid thv cuveíBnoi. $81 
ToUTo yàp Kal gópous Teste Asi- 
Toupyol yòp 9:00 cio, eis ovtd 
ToUTo tTrpookaptepotvTes. 
"AmóBore oly Tra&o1 Ths Speldds: 
TH Tov gdpov, Tov qópov TH TÒ 
TÉAos, TO TéAOS TH Tov qópov, Tov 
eópov tH Thy Tuv, Thy Tut. 
*un8svi unBiv óÓgefAere, ef pt) TÒ 
é&yatrav dAAtAous. ó yàp  &ya- 
Trdv TÓV ÉTepov, vópov TreTTAT}pooKe. 
?ró yáp, OU poryeoeis, oU qoveo- 
ctis, oU KA&ytis, oU weuSopaprupr|- 
ctis, ovK émOuunoes, xol ei Tis 
Érépa évToAt, tv ToUTW 1H Aóyo 


é&vakepoaAaioUTau, èv 1H, Ayam- 
cti; TOv  TÀnciov cou ws au- 
tov. VA &yá&rm TĚ TmAÀncíov kokóv 


7 tributum, tributum: cui vectigal, vectigal B-E: 


9 moechaberis D E: adulteraberis A-C 


follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 
1, 2105, 2816, combined with $ A B 048 and 
most of the later mss. He does not elsewhere 
use oportet for &v&yxn, but generally retains 
necessitas from the Vulgate. Manetti put necesse 
est vt subditi sitis, and Lefèvre necessitati subiecti 
estote. 


5 verum &\AG ("sed" Vg.). See on Job. 15,24. 


6 Propter boc Sià toUTo (“Ideo” Vg.). This sub- 
stitution occurs also at 1 Cor. 11,10, 30; 2 Cor. 
7,13 (1516 only). Other replacements for ideo, 
in rendering Sià ToUTo, are propterea, at twelve 
passages; idcirco at Rom. 4,16; 2 Cor. 7,13 (1519); 
1 Thess. 3,7; and also occasionally quapropter, bac 
de causa, and ob id. Erasmus nevertheless retains 
ideo for the same Greek phrase at twelve other 
passages. In the Gospels, in 1516, Erasmus 
replaced the first five instances of ideo with 
propterea, as far as Mt. 13,52, but left all other 
occurrences of ideo untouched, with the excep- 
tion of Mc. 12,24. At the present passage, 
Lefévre made the same change. 


6 vectigalia qópous (“tributa” Vg.). This alter- 
ation cannot be considered an improvement, 
and is inconsistent with the rendering of vs. 7. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


verum etiam propter conscientiam. 
$Propter hoc enim et vectigalia sol- 
uitis: siquidem ministri dei sunt, 
in hoc ipsum incumbentes. 
"Reddite igitur omnibus quod 
debetur: cui tributum, tributum: 
cui vectigal, vectigal: cui timorem, 
timorem: cui honorem, honorem. 
*Nemini quicquam debeatis, nisi 
hoc, vt inuicem diligatis. Nam qui 
diligit alterum, legem expleuit. ?Si- 
quidem illa: Non moechaberis: non 
occides: non furaberis: non falsum 
testimonium dices: non concupisces: 
et si quod aliud praeceptum, in hoc 
sermone summatim comprehenditur: 
nempe, Diliges proximum tuum sicut 
te ipsum. "Dilectio proximo malum 


vectigal, vectigal. cui tributum, tributum 4 | 


In Lc. 20,22; 23,2, pdpos is a tax which is 
said to be due to “Caesar”, referring to a 
form of tribute (tributum) which was levied 
on the provinces of the Roman empire. In 
classical Latin, vectigal refers to customs duty 
or taxes other than tribute, and is legitimately 
used by the Vulgate in vs. 7 as the equivalent 
of TÉAos. 


6 soluitis teAcite (“praestatis” Vg.). This change 
is consistent with Vulgate usage at Mt. 17,24. 
The verb soluo is appropriate in the present 
context, which refers specifically to a financial 
payment, whereas praesto means "provide" 
rather than "pay". Ambrosiaster and Lefévre 
had penditis. 

6 siquidem ministri Aevroupyol yap (“mini- 
stri enim" Vg). See on Joh. 4,47. This change 
avoided the repetition of enim, which was used 
earlier in the verse. 


6 incumbentes Tpooxaptepouvtes ("seruientes" 
Vg.). See on Act. 6,4, where Erasmus again uses 
incumbo for this Greek verb. See also Annot. 
At Mc. 3,9, he was content to retain deseruio. 
Elsewhere he generally follows the Vulgate in 
using perseuero, perduro, adbaereo, or insto for 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS . 13,5- 10 
the same Greek word. Lefèvre put inseruientes 
here. 


7 igitur oOv ("ergo" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.; 
other Vg. mss. omit). See on Job. 6,62. 


7 quod debetur tas óqeiAág (“debita” Vg.). Eras- 
mus' change of wording is more elegant, but 
less accurate as it ignores the fact that the Greek 
noun is plural. 


7 tributum .. vectigal tov qópov ... TO TENOS 
("vectigal ... tributum" 1516 Lat.). The trans- 
position of wording in 1516 was in conformity 
with the unsatisfactory substitution of vectigal 
in vs. 6: see above. In 1519, Erasmus rightly 
restored the Vulgate wording here in vs. 7, but 
failed to reinstate tributa in vs. 6, thereby creating 
an inconsistency. 


8 nisi boc ei ph (“nisi” Vg.). Erasmus adds a 
pronoun, for clarity. See Annot. 


8 Nam qui ó yép ("Qui enim" Vg.). See on 
lob. 3,34. 


8 alterum tov &repov. (“proximum” Vg.). In 
Annot., Erasmus observes that proximum would 
have been better suited to mAmnoíov, as found 
in vs. 9. Manetti made the same change, while 
Lefèvre had alium. 


8 expleuit vremAtjpooke. (“impleuit” Vg.). Else- 
where, with reference to fulfilment of the law, 
Erasmus follows the Vulgate in using impleo at 
Rom. 8,4, but substitutes compleo at Gal. 5,14 
(1519). See further on Zoh. 15,25. 


9 Siquidem illa tò yao ("Nam" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 4,47 regarding siquidem. In Annot., Erasmus 
explains that his added pronoun, illa (meaning, 
in effect, "these precepts"), is intended to express 
the meaning of the Greek article more fully. 
Lefévre put Nam boc. 


9 moecbaberis oryevoeis — ("adulteraberis" 
1516-22 = Vg.). See on Rom. 2,22. The same 
change was made by Lefévre. 


9 non falsum testimonium dics où weuSo- 
uaptuphosis. These words were omitted by 
codd. 1, 2105, 2815, together with P* A B D 
F G and many other mss, including those 
consulted by Lefèvre, as well as mss. of the 
earlier Vulgate. Erasmus placed the words in 
his Greek text, following cod. 2817, accom- 
panied by N 048 and also cod. 2816 and 
another large section of the later mss., along 
with the late Vulgate. In citing this extract 
from the Ten Commandments, several varieties 
of omission occur in patristic sources, some 
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omitting oU KAéyels, others où weuSouap- 
Tuptoeis, and others ook EmiOuprceis. While 
the longer text has sometimes been attributed 
to harmonisation with the Old Testament, it 
is also possible that errors of homoeoteleuton 
may have caused some scribes to leave out 
individual commandments, each of which has 
the same ending (-e1s). Manetti’s translation 
was non falso testificaberis (though the first hand 


of Pal Lat 45 seems to have had non falsum 


testimonium dices). 


9 si quod et tis (“si quod est” Vg.). Erasmus is 
more literal here. Lefévre made the same change. 
Manetti transposed est after aliud. 


9 praeceptum Ev TOM) (^ mandatum" Vg.). See on 
Toh. 11,57. This substitution, again, was made 
by Lefèvre. 


9 sermone t& Ayw ("verbo" Vg.). See on Iob. 
1,1. The same change was made by both Manetti 
and Lefévre. The word sermo was also used here 
in Valla Annot., though with altered syntax. 


9 summatim comprehenditur &vaxepaoioU Toa 
("instauratur" Vg.) In Annot., Erasmus ob- 
jects that instauro means "restore", whereas the 
Greek verb, in this context, means “sum up” 
or “recapitulate”. In Eph. 1,10, rendering the 
same Greek word, he replaces instauro by sum- 
matim instauro. Cf. also Resp. ad collat. iuv. 
geront., LB YX, 1011 B. The rendering proposed 
by Valla Annot. was in summam ... rediguntur. 
Lefévre’s suggestion was summatim clauditur, 
supplemented in Comm. by the further inter- 
pretation, summatim continetur ac compraebenditur, 
which may have provided the basis for Erasmus’ 
translation here. 


9 nempe iv t& (Vg. omits). See on Rom. 1,32. 
It is possible that the Vulgate reflects a Greek 
text omitting these words, as in 39*64 B F G. 
However, the longer reading is supported by 
nearly all other mss., commencing with N A 
D 048. Lefévre put videlicet. 


10 proximo Tí "Anoíov (“proximi” late Vg. 
and most Vg. mss., with Vg"). The usual Vul- 
gate rendering could imply a changed Greek 
text, having ToU TrAnoíov, to which Erasmus 
seems to give equal approval in 1519 Annot. 
However, the substitution of tod lacks Greek 
ms. support. The reading proximo (which is 
placed in the Vulgate text by Vg", without 
support from any Vulgate mss. other than 
cod. Sangermanensis) was also adopted by 
Lefévre. 
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ouK épydaZetal. WAtpwua otv vóyou, 
fj yarn. 

"Koi totto elSdétes, tov Kaipdv, 
ón dpa | uðs Sn ŻE Ümvou éyep- 
Ofvori. viv yap £yyurepov tfudv [d 
owtnpia, À óre émortevoopev. PÀ 
vù mpoékoyev, fj Sè fjuépa fiyyikev. 
é&mo89dous0a oUv Ta pya ToU oKd- 
TOUS, Kai Év6ucoypse0a TA ÓTÀa ToU 
QoxTós. Bos iv pépa sÜUoynuó- 
VOWS mepimatThowpev, ur) Kcopois Kal 
pebaas, wt) kofra Kal dcoedyeious, 
ut) E181 Kal Co, MAA? Ev6Uca- 
ofe tév küpiov “Inootv Xpiotév: Kod 
Tfjg capkós Trpóvorav pt) TroieioGe eis 
émiOupias. 


13,13 acedyeiais A B C? D E: aooedyeiais C* 


10 Consummatio B-E: Plenitudo A | 
sciamus B-E: sciatis Æ | sit B-E: est A 


10 ot« tpydZeta. The reading of cod. 2815 
was oU katepyáčeran, also found in cod. D* 
and some later mss., but with little difference 
of meaning. The text followed by Erasmus is 
supported by cod. 2817, together with 1, 2816 
and most other mss. (cod. 2105 has otStv 
épyaetan). 

10 Consummatio TAipwua (“Plenitudo” 1516 
= Vg.). Elsewhere Erasmus reserves consummatio 
for ouvtéAcic, "réAos and v&Aelcoots. In rendering 
aAtpoopa, he usually retains plenitudo. At Mt. 
9,16, he substitutes supplementum, in conformity 
with the Vulgate rendering of Mc. 2,21, while 
at Eph. 1,23 (1519) he has complementum. At 
Epb. 4,13 (1519), he puts plene adultae. 


10 itaque otv (“ergo” Vg.). In rendering oov 
elsewhere, Erasmus makes this substitution at 
twelve other passages, in Matthew, Mark, and 
the Pauline Epistles. For the same substitution 
in rendering &pa ovv, see on Rom. 5,18. Eras- 
mus is clearly attempting to counterbalance the 
Vulgate's excessive reliance on ergo. 


10 est dilectio €j &yd&rrm (“dilectio” 1516). The 
omission of the verb in 1516 produces a more 
literal rendering, but Erasmus reinstates it in 
1519, for the sake of clarity. 


est B-E: om. A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


non operatur Consummatio itaque 
legis, est dilectio. 

1 Praesertim quum sciamus tem- 
pus, quod tempestiuum sit, nos | 
iam a somno expergisci. Nunc enim 
propius adest nobis salus, quam tum 
quum credebamus. ! Nox progressa 
est, dies autem appropinquat. Abiici- 
amus igitur opera tenebrarum, et in- 
duamur arma lucis: P tanquam in die 
composite ambulemus, non comessa- 
tionibus et ebrietatibus, non cubilibus 
ac lasciutis, non contentione et aemu- 
latione, ‘sed induamini dominum 
Iesum Christum: et carnis curam ne 
agatis ad concupiscentias. 


| 11 Praesertim B-E: Et hoc A | 


11 Praesertim Kod totto (“Et hoc" 1516 = Vg.). 
As pointed out in Annot., the Vulgate rendering 
is ambiguous, as foc could be misunderstood 
as relating to the following tempus, whereas in 
the Greek text there is a difference of gender. 
The word chosen by Erasmus is also more 
emphatic. 


11 quum sciamus elSdtes (“scientes” Vg.; “cum 
sciatis" 1516). As elsewhere, Erasmus avoids the 
present participle. Lefèvre put simus scientes in 
his rendering, while giving sciamus as an alter- 
native in Comm. 


11 quod .. sit öm (“quia ... est” Vg; “quod 
. est” 1516). See on Job. 1,20. Manetti had 
the same rendering as Erasmus’ 1516 edition 
(though the scribe of Urb, Lat. 6 here omits 
three lines of text, from plenitudo in vs. 10 to 
appropinquauit in vs. 12). 


11 tempestiuum pa (“hora” Vg.). The same 
substitution occurs at Le. 22,14 (1519). Erasmus 
explains in Annot., that in the present context 
the Greek word is the equivalent of &païov, 
or "timely". See also Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
LB IX, 1011 C-D. In his Latin rendering, the 
collocation of tempus and tempestiuum produces 
a play on words which is absent from the Greek 
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text. See further on Job. 5,35 for other instances 
of the removal of hora. 

11 20s iam fjpàs fjr (“iam nos” Vg.). The Vul- 
gate reflects a different Greek word-order, 751 
fiu&s, found in 3364 Ner D and a few later 
mss. Others also have #5n Wuds, as in N* A 
B C. There is a theoretical possibility that ópáts 
was a theologically motivated variant, as it con- 
veniently prevents the apostle from including 
himself in the exhortation to "awake from 
sleep". On the other hand, no similar textual 
change occurs in vs. 12, where the apostle 
humbly counts himself among those who need 
to “lay aside the works of darkness" (&rro8c5- 
meða ...). At other passages, changes from fas 
to buds, or vice versa, can often be attributed 
to a common form of scribal error, arising 
from the accidental change of a single letter. 
The text of Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1 and 2816, and also F G 
and most other mss. (cod. 2105 has was fj5n). 

11 a ££ ("de" Vg.). See on Job. 8,23. 

11 expergisci EyepOTivon (“surgere” Vg.). A simi- 
lar substitution occurs at Lc. 8,24 (1519); Eph. 
5,14, both in the context of awakening from 
sleep. More often Erasmus retains swzgo. See 
1535 Annot., citing experrectus from the late Vul- 
gate rendering of Gn. 41,4, and also Js. 26,19. 
The choice of expergiscor was defended in Resp. 
ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 1011 C-D. 


11 propius adest tyystepov ("propior est" Vg.). 
As pointed out in Annot., following Valla 
Annot., the Greek word is an adverb, rather 
than an adjective agreeing with owtnpia. 


11 nobis salus hd 4 ooxrnpía ("nostra salus" 
Vg.). In Annot., again following Valla Annot., 
Erasmus argues that uv should be connec- 
ted with éyywtepov, and that if intended as a 
possessive pronoun, it would have been placed 
after ccyrnpía. Cf. £yyós cou TO pia at 
Rom. 10,8. 


11 tum quum Ste (“cum” Vg.). Erasmus inserts 
an additional adverb, for clarity, and to provide 
an antecedent for quum. See Annot. 


11 credebamus tmotevoayev (“credidimus” Vg). 
Erasmus’ choice of tense is less accurate, and 
could be misunderstood as implying that the 
apostle and his readers used to believe but did 
so no longer. A similar substitution of the 
imperfect tense occurs at Jud. 5. 

12 progressa est poékowev (“praecessit” Vg.). 
Elsewhere Erasmus uses progredior ("go forward" 
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or "advance") at several passages as a substitute 
for transeo and procdo. He regarded praecedo 
("go before") as better suited for rendering 
Tipocryc or rrpoépyonot. In Annot., he plausibly 
suggests that the original Vulgate reading was 
processit. Accordingly he lists this passage among 
the Loca Manifeste Deprauata. 


12. appropinquat ty ywsv (“appropinquauit” late 
Vg.). Although the Greek verb is in the perfect 
tense, Erasmus considered that it was more 
elegant in Latin for it to be rendered by the 
present tense: see Annot. Comparable changes 
occur at Mt. 3,2; 4,17; Mc. 1,15; Le. 21,8, 20; 
lac. 5,8 (all in 1519). At several other passages, 
in a similar context, appropinquauit is retained. 


12 igitur otv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Job. 6,62. 


13 tanquam cos ("Sicut" Vg). A similar substi- 
tution occurs at Eph. 5,1, 33 (both in 1519); 6,5; 
Phil. 2,15; Col. 3,12, 23; Tit. 1,7; Phm. 17; 1 Petr. 
2,16. The same change was made by Lefévre, 
while Manetti had vt. 


13 composite euoynudves (“honeste” Vg.) 
Whereas the Vulgate rendering suggests a “re- 
spectable” manner of life, the Greek word has 
more to do with modesty or orderly behaviour: 
see Annot. Elsewhere Erasmus replaces honeste 
with decenter at 1 Cor. 14,40. Inconsistently he 
retains honeste in rendering the same Greek 
expression at 1 Thess. 4,12. 


13 son (three times) h (“non in" Vg). As 
indicated in Annot., the added prepositions of 
the Vulgate do not strictly correspond with the 
Greek text. The same objection was raised by 
Valla Annot. 


13 lasciuiis doedyeious (“impudicitiis” Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at Gal. 5,19; Eph. 
4,19. Erasmus further replaces luxuria with 
lasciuia at 1 Petr. 4,3; Iud. 4. However, he retains 
impudicitia at Mc. 7,22; 2 Cor. 12,21. 


14 induamini tvBUc008€ (“induimini” late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss., with Vg"*; "induite" some 
Vg. mss., with Vg*). For Erasmus’ use of the 
subjunctive instead of the imperative, see on 
Tob. 6,27. 


14 agatis Torciobe (“feceritis” Vg.). For Erasmus’ 
avoidance of facio, see on Joh. 1,15. Manetti put 
faciatis, and Lefévre facite. 


14 ad concupiscentias es &rmi&uuias ("in desi- 
deris" Vg.). Erasmus gives a more accurate 
rendering of the Greek preposition. The sub- 
stitution of concupiscentia also occurs at fifteen 
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1 Tov 8 dobevotvTa TÅ i- 

ote, TpocAag|pávec9e, pth 
tis Siaxpiceis : 
Èv TIOTEÚEI 


Sio oyicpóv. ös 
payeiv Tóvra. ds öt 


&c8cvów, Adyava èoðis. 76 èoði- 
wv, Tov gui éc8íovra ph èẸou- 
Geveitw. Kal ó ph èoðiwv, Tov 


éoBiovta ui) KptvéToo. 
oUróv TrpoctAófero. ‘tov tis éd, 
ó kpivov  à&AAóTpiov  olkéryy; TH 
ibo — kupío — oTüke À  mimTer 
cTa8fjcero Sé. | buvarós — yóp 
&écriv ó — Ocóg  oTfíjoo aùTóv. 


ó eds yàp 


14,2 alt. os B-E: o A 


14,4 imo fulcietur B-E: fulcietur autem 4 


other passages, e.g. at Gal. 5,16; Eph. 2,3; 4,22, 
in accordance with Vulgate usage elsewhere. 
The noun concupiscentia (unlike the classical 
verb concupisco), did not occur in classical Latin 
authors but was well established in ecclesiastical 
usage, for referring to sinful desire. Erasmus 
generally reserved desiderium for contexts where 
no pejorative sense was implied, with the excep- 
tion of Job. 8,44; Tit. 3,3. C£. Annot. At the 
present passage, Erasmus follows a suggestion 
of Valla Annot. The rendering of Lefèvre was 
in concupiscentiis. 

14,1 Porro eum qui infirmatur Tov 66 &o8tvoOv- 
ta ("Infirmum autem" Vg.). For porro, see on 
Iob. 8,16. In Annot., Erasmus complains of the 
imprecision of representing the Greek present 
participle by an adjective. However, he is content 
to retain infirmus for the same participle at a 
number of other passages. 


1 fide Tij río vet ("in fide" Vg). Erasmus is 
more accurate here, attaching ti miotei to 
àoðevoŭvra rather than to trpocAauPdaveote. 
See Annot., following Valla Annot. The preposi- 
tion was similarly omitted by Lefévre. 


1 ad diiudicationes  disceptationum ls ia- 
Kpiceis Siaoyiou&v (“in disceptationibus 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 
1 A due eum qui infirmatur 
fide, assumite, non ad di- 


iudicationes fae ? Alius 
quidem credit, vescendum esse qui- 
buslibet. Alius autem qui infirmus 
est, holeribus vescitur. *Qui ve 
scitur, non vescentem ne despiciat. 
Et qui non vescitur, vescentem ne 
iudicet. Deus enim illum assum- 
psit. *Tu quis es, qui iudicas de ali- 
eno famulo? Proprio domino stat 
aut cadit, imo fulcietur vt stet. Po- 
tens enim est deus efficere vt stet. 


cogitationum" Vg.). The change from ablative 
to accusative is an improvement. Erasmus also 
uses diiudicatio in rendering &&ióxprros at Jac. 
3,17. At the present passage, his adoption of 
this word may have been prompted by Lefévre’s 
translation, in diiudicationibus cogitationum. See 
also Annot. However, the meaning of Giákpicis 
was perhaps better expressed by Aaesitatio, ad- 
vocated by Valla Annot. For Erasmus’ use of 
disceptatio elsewhere, see on Act. 15,7. As he 
indicates in Annot., cogitatio does not adequately 
convey the required sense of a debate between 
two or more people. 

2 quidem uév (“enim” Vg.). The Vulgate ren- 
dering has very little support from Greek mss. 
Erasmus is more accurate on this point. Cf. 
the substitution of quidem for nam in vs. 5, 
below. Valla Annot. and Manetti made the same 
correction. 


2 vescendum esse poyeiv (“se manducare" late 
Vg.). See on Act. 10,13 regarding vescor. For 
Erasmus’ avoidance of manduco see on lob. 
4,31, and Annot., together with Resp. ad collat. 
iuv. geront., LB IX, 1011 D-E. He considered 
that the Greek infinitive here implied "should 
eat" or "may eat", rather than "eats". Lefévre, 
for the same reason, made use of mandenda 
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(or manducanda, in Comm.). Manetti put man- 
ducare se. 


2 quibuslibet távra (“omnia” Vg.). As indicated 
in Annot., the meaning of Tr&s, in this context, 
is "any kind of" rather than "all". See also Resp. 
ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 1011 D-E. 


2 Alius autem qui 65 Sé (“qui autem" Vg.). In 
1516, Erasmus had ó 86, following codd. 2815 
and 2817, together with 1, 3, 2105, 2816 and 
nearly all other mss. In 1519, he substituted às 
Sé, mentioning in Annot. that this was found 
in some Greek mss. ("nonnullis") though it 
appears to be in hardly any mss. other than 
codd. F G. In his rendering, Erasmus aims to 
preserve the balance of the Greek sentence 
structure more elegantly by repeating alius. 
With similar motives, Valla Annot. suggested 
hic quidem ... ille autem, Manetti qui autem ... qui 
autem, and Lefèvre hic enim ... ille vero. 


2 holeribus vescitur X&yava: &o8íe (“olus man- 
ducet" late Vg.) In using the plural, Poleri- 
bus, Erasmus is more accurate. For vescor, see 
above on vescendum. The use of the subjunc- 
tive by most Vulgate mss. may reflect a Greek 
text substituting the imperative form of the 
verb, &c8iéro,, as in Pp“ D* F G. However, 
as hinted in Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 
1011 E-F, and also in 1535 Annot., it is possible 
that the Vulgate verb was originally manducat 
(as adopted by Vg"), and that this was later 
changed to manducet through a simple scribal 
error. Erasmus’ text follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, with N A 
B C De 048 and most later mss. This passage 
of the Vulgate is placed among the Loca Obscura. 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti put olera manducet, 
and Lefèvre olera manducat. 


3 Qui vescitur 6 toPiwv ("Is qui manducat" 
Vg.). See on vs. 2 for vescor. The Vulgate addi- 
tion of is was unnecessary. Lefèvre similarly 
omitted the extra pronoun, putting just qui 
manducat. 


3 vescentem ... vescitur ... vescentem &cOlovra ... 
io0ícv ... toðiovra (“manducantem ... man- 
ducat .. manducantem” Vg.) For vescor, see 
again on vs. 2. 

3. ne (twice) u (“non” Vg.). Erasmus preferred 
ne with the subjunctive, as a more idiomatic 
way of expressing a negative command. See also 
on Job. 3,7. 

3 despiciat EouPeveiteo (“spernat” Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs in vs. 10. Erasmus retains 
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sperno at Lc. 23,11; 1 Cor. 16,11, for the same 
Greek verb. Cf. Annot. 


4 de alieno famulo &\ASTPIOV oikérny. (“alie- 
num seruum" Vg.). This change to an indirect 
construction follows the example of the Vulgate 
at 1 Cor. 5,12; Ap. Iob. 19,2. Elsewhere Erasmus 
usually retains a direct object after iudico. A 
similar substitution of famulus for seruus oc- 
curs at 1 Petr. 2,18. The point of this change 
is that olkérns has the specific meaning of a 
household servant, corresponding with famulus, 
whereas seruus is more suitable for rendering 
SoŭAos, meaning a servant or slave in a more 
general sense. However, Erasmus retains seruus 
for olkétns at Le. 16,13. Lefèvre put alienum 
famulum. 


4 Proprio domino Tí iiw Kupia ("Domino 
suo" late Vg.). See on Job. 1,11. Manetti and 
Lefévre made the same change. 


4 imo fulcietur vt stet otaðhoeta SÈ ("stabit 
autem" Vg; "fulcietur autem vt stet" 1516). 
Erasmus here seeks to differentiate the Greek 
future passive from the future middle tense. 
In the same way, he replaces stabit by constitu- 
etur at 2 Cor. 13,1, rendering the same Greek 
word. However, at other passages it is ques- 
tionable whether such a distinction of mean- 
ing exists, and Erasmus is content to retain 
stabit for ova8tjoeron. at Mt. 12,25, 26; Le. 
11,18. He uses fcio to render a different verb, 
oTnpiZo, at 1 Petr. 5,10. Regarding im(m)o, see 
on Act. 19,2. 


4 potens enim est Buverrós yap tori ("potens 
est enim" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order might 
correspond either with Suvotel yap, attested 
by codd. X A B C D* F G and one other ms., 
or with Suvarrós yap, as in P“ D" and thirty- 
three later mss., both of which readings omit 
totiv. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 1, 2105, 2816 and about 550 
other late mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 1, pp. 392-4). Lefévre began this sentence 
with nam potens est. 


4 efficere vt stet otaa oxrróv ("statuere illum" 
Vg. This change produces consistency with 
the use of stat and stet earlier in the verse. 
Erasmus retains statuo for iov e.g. at Mt. 4,5; 
18,2; 25,33. In 1519 Annot., he commends the 
use of stabilire, citing the authority of Cyprian 
Epist. 55 (CSEL 3, ii, p. 637): this was also the 
chosen rendering of Lefévre, who had stabilire 
ipsum. Manetti had statuere ipsum. 
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58s pèv xpiver fiuépav map’ ńué- 
pav, 6s öè kKpiver TóÓcav fjpépav. 
Ekaotos v TH iiw vot TAnpogo- 
pelo. fó ppovdy thy fpépav, ku- 
pio qpovei. Kal ó Ut gpovóv thy 
fiuépav, kuplo oU ppovel. ó èoðiwv, 
Kupiw obier evyapiote] yap TH Oc 
Kai ó pt) èoðicov, Kupio otk éc8le, 
Kal evyapiotel TH Beğ. "ovdeis yap 
Tudv aur Gi, Kal ovSeis éautdH 
&troOvijoxel. 

PEdv te yap Gaduev, TH kuplo Ló- 
pev: É&v te émroOvijoxouev, TH Kupico 
åmoðvýokopev. &tv te otv Cduev, áv 
te d&troOvioKopev, ToU kupíou éopév. 
?els ToUTo yap Xpiotós Kai émé|8ave 


8 prius amoðvnoxopev C-E: amoðvnokæœopev A B | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


*Hic quidem iudicat, diem ad diem 
conferens: ille autem idem iudicat 
de quouis die. Vnicuique sua mens 
satisfaciat Qui curat diem, do- 
mino curat. Et qui non curat diem, 
domino non curat. Qui vescitur, do- 
mino vescitur, gratias enim agit deo: 
et qui non vescitur, domino non 
vescitur, et gratias agit deo. 7Nullus 
enim nostrum sibi ipsi viuit, et 
nullus sibi ipsi moritur. 

*Nam siue viuimus, domino vi- 
uimus: siue morimur, domino mo- 
rimur. Siue igitur viuamus, siue 
moriamur, domini sumus. °In hoc 
enim Christus | et mortuus est 


alt, amoðvnokopev A C-E: omo8vn- 


oKkwpev B | tert. ccrro8vrokouev. C-E: aroðvnorkwpev A B 


5 Hic B-E: AliusA | conferens B-E: om. A | ille B-E:alius/4 | idem B-E: om. A | de quouis 
die B-E: omnem diem A | Vnicuique 4 B D E: Vunicuique C | 8 prius siue B-E: et siA | 
prius domino B-E: domiuo A | alt. siue B-E: et si A 


5 Hic quidem... ille autem 6s pèv ... ds 86 ("Nam 
alius ... alius autem" late Vg; "Alius quidem 
... alius autem" 1516). Since the Vulgate appears 
to use enim for pév in vs. 2 (see ad loc), its use 
of nam here in vs. 5 does not necessarily support 
the view that it was following a text which con- 
tained yåp, e.g. as in codd. N * A C" which 
begin the sentence with óc piv yóp. Other 
substitutions of dic... ille occur at 1 Cor. 11,21; 
2 Cor. 2,16, in accordance with Vulgate usage 
at Iud. 22, but more often Erasmus retains alius 
... alius. In Annot., he also renders as hic quidem 
.. ille vero, a form of wording which appears 
in Lefèvre Comm., though Lefévre’s main ren- 
dering was Hic autem ... ille vero. Manetti had 
Aliquis ... Aliquis vero, omitting nam. 


5 diem ad diem conferens uépav Tap’ fiutpav 
(“diem inter diem" late Vg. and many Vg. mss., 
with Vg™; "diem plus inter diem" some Vg. 
mss., with Vg“; "diem ad diem" 1516). Erasmus 
adds confero to reinforce his view that trap’ 
here means "beside", ie. comparing one day 
beside another day. In Annot., however, he 
mentioned the contrary opinion of Jerome 
Adv, louinianum II, 22 (PL 23, 317 B), that 


tap’ here signified plus quam, i.e. having a 
higher regard for one day than another. Erasmus 
included this passage in the Loca Obscura. 


5 idem iudicat xpiver (“iudicat” 1516 = Vg). 
Erasmus again adds a word, by way of clari- 
fication. 


5 de quouis die waoav Tjuépav (“omnem diem" 
1516 = Vg.). See on vs. 4 for the use of de after 
iudico. The substitution of quouis, meaning 
"any" rather than "all", is comparable with 
Erasmus' substitution of quibuslibet in vs. 2. See 
further on Act. 10,35. 


5 Vnicuique sua mens satisfaciat Ekaa tos Ev TH 
iSi vot mAnpopopeicbw ("Vnusquisque in 
suo sensu abundet" Vg). Although Erasmus' 
rendering was in some respects less literal, it 
was certainly more intelligible. A more precise 
translation which he offered in Annot. was ... 
propria mente certam habeat persuasionem: cf. on 
Rom. 4,21. He lists this passage among the Loca 
Obscura. For the substitution of mens for sensus, 
see on Rom. 1,28. Erasmus’ Latin wording 
seems to have been adapted from the version 
of Lefèvre, who had Vnusquisque in sua mente 
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satisfaciat. Manetti put Vrusquisque in proprio 
sensu abundet. 

6 curat (ist. and 2nd.) ppovav ... ppovel 
("sapit" Vg.). See on Rom. 8,5, and Annot. The 
rendering of Lefévre was sentit. 


6 Et qui non curat diem, domino non curat «cà 
6 ufj ppovey thy fipépav, kupico oU ppovet 
(Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission is supported 
by SN AB D F G 048 and twenty later mss. 
Erasmus' text follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
accompanied by 1, 2105, 2816, with C% and 
about 550 later mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen 
Briefe vol. 1, pp. 394-6). In 1516 Annot., Erasmus’ 
citation of the passage incorrectly omits Tijv 
fibépav and diem. In 1519 Annot., he acknow- 
ledges that this nine-word sequence is suited to 
the context, but expresses the opinion that it 
could have been a later addition. The assumption 
behind this is that a scribe or editor invented 
a completely new clause, prompted by the use 
of xol ó pi) éoPieov, kupic oux éoBier later 
in the verse, and that the new reading then 
found its way into a large number of the later 
mss. An alternative explanation could be that 
the words were authentic but were omitted by 
an early scribe through the error of homoeo- 
teleuton, jumping from the first to the second 
gpovei, with the result that this mistake was 
copied into a few mss. which were directly or 
indirectly derived from the same exemplar. A 
similar kind of error, incidentally, led to the 
omission of kal ó yt) &cOlov ... TH Ged in 
cod. 2816*. Manetti put et qui non sapit diem, 
domino non sapit, and Lefévre et qui non sentit 
diem, domino non sentit. 


6 Qui vescitur & Eo0icv. ("et qui manducat" 
Vg.). The Vulgate reflects a Greek text having 
kal ó écOícov, as in codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816 
and nearly all other mss., commencing with 
N AB D (F G). Erasmus’ omission of kaí was 
derived from cod. 2817, with support from 3p*é 
but few other mss. This inadequately attested 
reading passed from Erasmus into the later 
Textus Receptus. For vescor, see on vs. 2, and 
Annot. 


6 vescitur (2nd-4th.) éoGiei ... £o0Ícov ... to Oter 
(“manducat” Vg.). See again on vs. 2. The first 
hand of cod. 2817 omitted kupico &cOíei, but 
these words were restored by a corrector of the 
ms., earlier than Erasmus. 

7 Nullus .. nullus otsBeis ... ovSels ("Nemo 


. nemo" Vg.). A similar substitution occurs 
at Mt. 9,16; Mc. 9,39; 10,29; 11,2; 1 Cor. 12,3; 
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14,2; Gal. 3,11; Eph. 5,29, mainly for the sake 
of stylistic variety. 

7 sibi ipsi (twice) taut® ("sibi" Vg.). See on Job. 
11,55. The same change was made by Lefèvre. 
Manetti had sibi ipsi ... sibi. 

8 Nam siue Edv te y&p ("Siue enim" Vg.; 
“Nam et si" 1516). See on Job. 3,34 for nam. 
In 1516, the use of et was intended to render 
more precisely the additional particle, ‘te. 


8 siue (2nd.) &&v te (“et si” 1516). See the 
previous note. 


8 érro&viickousv (1st.). Erasmus’ codd. 2815 
and 2816 substituted &rro6&vousv, supported 
by cod. C and many later mss. His 1516-19 
editions adopted émo8vrjokcuev, as in cod. 
2817, together with 1 and 2105, and also X B 
and another large section of the later mss. His 
change to &moðvokopev in 1522 has support 
from some other mss, commencing with 
codd. A D F G 048. 


8 àmoðvhokopev (2nd.). This was the reading 
of codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 3 and 
2105, and also A B D F G 048 and many other 
mss. The temporary change to &rro8vijokcouev 
in 1519 enjoys the support of codd. 1 and 2816, 
in company with NÑ C and many later mss. 


8 igitur otv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Job. 6,62. The 
same change was made by Lefévre. 

8 viuamus ķzõpev ("viuimus" Vg.) Erasmus’ 
adoption of the subjunctive here seems to be 
mainly for stylistic variety, as he was content 
with sine viuimus earlier in the verse. Manetti 
anticipated this change. 

8 moriamur &moðvhokopev ("morimur" Vg.). 
See the previous note for Erasmus' use of the 
subjunctive. In. 1516-19, his Greek text was 
àmoðvýokwpev, as in cod. 2817, along with 
1, 2105, 2816, as well as $ B C and most later 
mss. The substitution of éro8vfjokouev in 
1522 has support from codd. A D F G and 
some other mss., including cod. 2815. Erasmus’ 
rendering was again anticipated by Manetti. 


9 et (1st.) kai (omitted in late Vg. and some 
Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate omission is suppor- 
ted by codd. N* A B C* (D*) F G, and also 
cod. 2816 and some other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with N ©" (Cc) 
D** and most other mss., among which were 
codd. 1 and 2105 (though 2105 omits Xpio-rés). 
His rendering was in agreement with some mss. 
of the Vulgate, and also with the versions of 
Manetti and Lefévre. 
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Kal dvéotn Kai àvéčnoev, iva xoi 
veKpOv Kal Ceavtov  KupieUcm. 
WSU &è Tí Kpivers Tov d&deA- 
gov cou; fj kal ov, ti eoude- 
veils tov ddeAgov cou; Tdvtes 
yàp mapaotnoópeða 1H Prat 
ToU XpicToU. Nyéypartat yap, 


Zó  tyco, Atyer KUpios, Sti pol 
Kapwer — TÓv — yóvu, Kal  T&ca 
yadoou €opodoytceta TH Ged. 
Páoa  oóv kastos fuv mepi 
éautoU  Aóyov Sacer TH Ged. 

BMnkét1 ov GAATAOUS  Kpi- 
VOOUEV, AAG TOUTO Kpiverte 
p&AAov, TO uf TIPEvar  Trpdo- 
Kompa T åp, Å  ockáv- 
Sadov. MojfSa Kol mémsopa 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


et resurrexit. et reuixit, vt mortuis 
ac viuentibus dominetur. 

"Tu vero cur iudicas 
tuum? Aut etiam tu, cur 
cis fratrem tuum? Omnes enim 
statuemur apud tribunal Christi. 
"Scriptum est enim: Viuo ego, 
dicit dominus: Mihi sese flectet 
omne genu, et omnis lingua con- 
fitebitur deo. P]gitur vnusquis- 
que nostrum de se ipso rationem 
reddet deo. 

5Ne posthac igitur alius alium 


fratrem 
despi- 


iudicemus: verum illud — iudicate 
magis ne offendiculum ponatur 
fratri, aut lapsus occasio. "Noui 
siquidem, et persuasum habeo 


11 fw A’ B-E: £o A* | 12 Aoyov A CE: Xoyov B 


9 ac B-E:etA | 11 sese flectet B-E: flectetur A 


9 resurrexit. et reuixit &véa tr) Kol dvilnoev 
("resurrexit" late Vg. and some Vg. mss., with 
Vg"*; “reuixit” some Vg. mss., with Vg“). The 
late Vulgate seems to reflect a text having just 
évéotn (cf. &véomi in codd. F G). The other 
Vulgate reading, reuixit, corresponds with a text 
having just ččnoev, as in codd. N * A B C and 
a few later mss. What Erasmus would have 
found in all his mss. at Basle was &véotn Kal 
EZnoev, further attested by codd. Ne Door 
0209 and most later mss. In modern eyes, the 
main point at issue is whether kal dvéorn is 
a later insertion, allegedly added as an explana- 
tion of &noev, or whether the longer reading 
was authentic but suffered at the hands of a 
few scribes who deemed that either kai &véoTn 
or xal &{noev was superfluous. Another possible 
cause of deleting kai dvéotn was the scribal 
error of parablepsis, jumping from the Kai 
before d&véotn to the kaí before &jnoev and 
hence omitting what lay between. With regard 
to the text edited by Erasmus, there is the quite 
separate question of why he replaced &inotv by 
åvéčnosv, a variant which is now to be seen 
in only a few late mss. By saying in Arnot., that 
"Graeci codices" add kai àvéčnoev, but that 
his Theophylact (i.e. cod. 2105) has &notv for 


avétnoev, he gives the misleading impression 
that the other Basle mss. agree with his printed 
text, whereas they all read &véotn Kal &&noev, 
as also cited in Lefèvre Comm. The immediate 
source, if any, from which he derived dvéZnoev 
is uncertain. If he saw this reading in mss. 
which he consulted in England, cod. 69 was 
not among them, as this ms. has &noev. The 
poorly supported dvéGnoev remained in the 
Textus Receptus. The rendering offered by Erasmus 
was anticipated by Manetti. Lefèvre put resurrexit 
et vixit. 


9 mortuis ac viuentibus vekpõv xal GavTov 
(“viuorum et mortuorum" late Vg.; "mortuis et 
viuentibus" 1516). The late Vulgate word-order 
has little support from Greek mss. For Erasmus' 
substitution of dative for genitive, see on Act. 
19,16. For ac, see on lob. 1,25. As to vinentibus, 
see on Act, 1,3. Manetti put viuis et mortuis, and 
Lefévre mortuorum et viuentium. 


10 vero 8€ (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 
10 cur (1st.) ti ("quid" Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


10 etiam Kai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion has little Greek ms. support. See Annot. 
Cod. 2815 here omitted Ñ kai ... Tov G5eApov 
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cou, as a result of homoeoteleuton. Manetti 
put et. 


10 cur (2nd.) Tí ("quare" Vg.). Similar substi- 
tutions of cur, in rendering a variety of Greek 
interrogative expressions, occur at Mt. 14,31; 
Mc. 9,28; 11,31; 1 Cor. 6,7; 9,12. See also on 
lob. 1,25. Manetti and Lefèvre both put guid. 


10 despicis &&ov9eveis (“spernis” Vg.). See on 
vs. 3. In Annot., Erasmus also suggests aspernaris. 


10 statuemur Tapaotnodpeda (“stabimus” Vg.). 
Erasmus incorrectly treats the future middle 
tense as a passive: “we shall be made to stand 
before". Cf. on vs. 4 (ota@tioetan). In Annot., 
he offers the more ambiguous sistemur as 
an alternative. Manetti and Lefévre both put 
astabimus. 


10 apud tribunal 16. Brunei (ante tribunal” 
Vg.). Cf. on Act. 7,46 for the removal of ante, 
with reference to standing before God. Manetti 
put ad tribunal, and Lefèvre tribunali. 


11 Mibi S611 poi ("quoniam mihi” Vg.). Eras- 
mus often treats 6T1 as redundant for translation 
purposes: see on Joh. 1,20. Manetti put quod, 
and Lefévre quia, in place of quoniam. 


11 sese flectet k&uwper (“flectetur” 1516 = late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss.). In substituting active for 
passive, Erasmus is more accurate: see Annot. 
At Phil. 2,10 (1519), he similarly replaces flectatur 
with se flectat. Lefèvre had curuabitur. 

12 Igitur &pa otv (“Itaque” Vg.). Usually Eras- 
mus prefers itaque for this Greek expression: see 
on Rom. 5,18. Seeing that the Vulgate also has 
itaque for &pa oóv in vs. 19, below, there is no 
need to suppose that it reflects any difference 
of Greek text here in vs. 12, though otv is 
omitted in this verse by codd. B D* F G and 
a few other mss. The version of Lefévre made 
the same change as Erasmus. 


12 de trepi (“pro” Vg.). Erasmus is more literal 
here. Similar substitutions occur at e.g. Col. 
1,3; 2,1; 1 Thess. 1,2; 3,2, 9; 2 Thess. 1,3; 2,13; 
Hebr. 11,40, though at some of these passages 
the Vulgate may reflect the substitution of 
Urrép for trepi. Elsewhere Erasmus often retains 
pro for wepi. Valla Annot. proposed the same 
change. 

12 se ipso żautoŬŭ (“se” Vg.). See on Job. 11,55. 
This alteration had previously been made by 
Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 


13 Ne posthac igitur Mnxét: otv (“Non ergo 
amplius" Vg.). See on Zoh. 3,7 for ne. For posthac, 
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see on Joh. 5,14; Act. 20,25. For igitur, see on 
Tob. 6,62. 


13 alius alium &XNAous (“inuicem” Vg.). See 
on Job. 4,33. Lefèvre put nos mutuo. 


13 verum &dAG ("sed" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 
13 illud toto ("hoc" Vg). See on Rom. 6,6. 


13 ne offendiculum ponatur 1o yi) Ti8&voi Trpoc- 
Koupa (“ne ponatis offendiculum” Vg.). Either 
rendering is legitimate, though Erasmus is less 
literal in changing active to passive, and in 
altering the word-order. Manetti offered ne ap- 
ponatis offendiculum, and Lefèvre vt non ponatis 
offendiculum. 


13 aut Ñ (“vel” Vg.). See on Job, 2,6. Cod. 2815 
and some other late mss. substitute eis. The 
version of Lefévre was the same as that of 
Erasmus. 


13 lapsus occasio ox&v5oov ("scandalum" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 9,33. 


14 Noui siquidem ol5a ("Scio" Vg.). Usually 
Erasmus retains sco, with reference to the 
knowledge of a fact (see on Job. 1,33). However, 
at some passages this preference seems to have 
been outweighed by the consideration that noui 
offers a closer formal equivalent to the Greek 
verb of5a, as both possess the outward form 
of the perfect tense but are present tense in 
meaning. In this passage, a further advantage 
of noui is that it avoids the extended sequence 
of sibilants which would otherwise have been 
formed by lapsus occasio. scio siquidem (cf. deus 
nouit for deus scit at 2 Cor. 11,11; 12,2, 3). The 
addition of siquidem here is not explicitly war- 
ranted by the Greek text, and was possibly 
influenced by Lefévre, who added enim in the 
main text of his Latin translation. Lefévre, in 
turn, had in mind the Vulgate rendering of 
2 Tim. 1,12, scio enim ... et certus sum. However, 
at that passage, the Greek text has ofa ydp, 
whereas here yóp is absent. For this reason, no 
doubt, enim was deleted from the revised version 
of his translation which was presented in Lefèvre 
Comm. 


14 persuasum babeo mre uoa (“confido” Vg). 
See on Rom. 8,38. In Annot., Erasmus further 
suggests certus sum. The use of persuasum babeo 
was proposed by Valla Annot., in commenting 
on vs. 14 of the following chapter. Lefévre had 
pro comperto babeo in his translation, while 
suggesting perswadeor or certior factus sum in 
Comm. 
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tv kupi% “Inoot, Sti oùöèv kowóv 
Sr éautoŬŭ, ei pt THO  Aoyijoué- 
vo Tl kowóv elvan, ékeivo  Kotvóv. 
Bei SE Sik Bpa ó dSeA—ds 
cou AutTreitai, oUkéri KaT& àyåmnv 
Tepitrateis. ui ta fpopgarí cou 
ékeivov  &móAAue, UTEP oU XpicTós 
&rréBave. uà BAacenusioóc oŭv 
OpGv TÒ éAya0óv. “ot ydp otv 
fj Paoiteia ToU Geol Bpdois xoi 
Troais, GAA OiKoiocUvm kai eph- 
vn koi xap& v tvevpot: dyio. 
5856 yàp èv TovToIs BouAdwv TH 
XpicTÓ, tüápecTos TH Ged, Kal 5ó- 
Kipos Toig | avOpartros. Mapa oóv 
Ta Tis siptvns Bickouev, Kal Té 
tis oixoSopiis tis els AAAs. 


14 eautou B-E: avtou A 


14 per dominum lesum B-E: in domino lesu 4 | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


per dominum lesum, nihil esse 
commune per se, nisi ei qui exi- 
stimat aliquid esse commune, illi 
commune est. Verum si propter 
cibum frater tuus contristatur, non 
iam secundum charitatem ambu- 
las. Ne cibo tuo illum perdas, pro 
quo Christus mortuus est. Ne 
vestrum igitur bonum, hominum 
maledicentiae sit obnoxium. "Non 
enim est regnum dei cibus ac po- 
tus, sed iustitia et pax et gaudi- 
um, in spiritu sancto. Etenim qui 
per haec seruit Christo, acceptus est 
deo, et | probatus hominibus. " Ita- 
que quae pacis sunt, sectemur, et 
quae aedificationis, alius erga alium. 


15 Verum B-E: Quod A | cibum B-E: 


esumA | cibo B-E:esu | 17 cibus ac B-E: esus et4 | 18 per haec B-E: in his A 


14 per dominum lesum tv upiw ‘“Inoot 
"jn domino Iesu" 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 
1,17. This change was affected by the fact 
that the preceding verb was trétre1cucn rather 
than Trérroi0a. Cf. Phil. 2,24, where Erasmus 
retains confido in domino for mémoa iv 
kupío. 


14 nibil esse St: OWSEv ("quia nihil" Vg.). See 
on Joh. 1,20. Manetti and Lefèvre both replaced 
quia by quod. 


14 se Żżautoŭ ("ipsum" Vg.). In 1516, Erasmus’ 
text had otto, from codd. 2815 and 2817, 
with support from 1 and 2816, as well as A C* 
D F G 0209 and most other mss. In 1519 
Annot., he commented that this was the read- 
ing which probably underlay the Vulgate ren- 
dering, ie. referring back to the Lord. His 
substitution of se in 1516 suggests that he had 
either understood avtot in a reflexive sense 


(Le. as referring back to oùōév), or intended 
to replace attot with éaxutot but neglected 
to do so. His adoption of &avroU in 1519 
receives support from codd. 3, 2105 and some 
other late mss., along with earlier testimony 
from N B C*" 048. 


14 aliquid Tı (“quid” Vg). See on Job. 6,7. 
Erasmus here has the same rendering as Am- 
brosiaster. Lefèvre omitted the word. 


14 esse commune (2nd.) koivóv elvan (“commune 
esse" Vg.). Erasmus' change of word-order creates 
an elegant partial chiasmus, esse commune ... 
commune est, again in agreement with Ambro- 
siaster. 

15 Verum si ei 6€ ("Si enim" Vg.; "Quod si” 
1516). The Vulgate reflects a Greek text having 
ei ydp, found in codd. N A B C D F G and 
some other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, and 
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also 0209 and most later mss. Both Manetti 
and Lefévre put Si autem. 


15 cibum ... cibo Bp&pa ... TE Bpcuari ("esum 
. esu" 1516). The 1516 substitution of esus 
(a word which was comparatively rare among 
classical authors) was not an improvement, as 
it denoted the act of eating rather than food, 
and hence would have been better suited as a 
rendering for fpóois than for Bpõpa. With 
more reason, Erasmus replaced esca by esus in 
rendering Bpóxcis in vs. 17 (1516 only), and at 
1 Cor. 8,4. In rendering Dpópa elsewhere, he 
puts cibus for esca at vs. 20, but more often re- 
tains esaz from the Vulgate. In 1519, by restor- 
ing the use of cibus at the present passage, and 
changing esus to cibus in vs. 17, Erasmus removes 
any distinction between Bpdpa and Bpóocis in 
this chapter. Manetti and Lefévre had cibus for 
£pópa in vss. 15 and 20, and esca for Bedors 
in vs. 17. 


15 non iam oUkén (“iam non" Vg). See on 
Rom. 7,17. Manetti and Lefèvre both had non 
amplius. 


15 Ne .. perdas ph ... &móAAve ("Noli ... 
perdere" Vg.). See on Rom. 11,18. The same 
change was made by Manetti. 


16 Ne .. bominum maledicentiae sit obnoxium 
uj BAacenusícóco ("Non .. blasphemetur" 
Vg.) Erasmus’ rendering of this passage, and 
especially his addition of bominum, could be 
described as a paraphrase rather than an exact 
translation. At four other passages, maledicen- 
tia is similarly substituted for blasphemia: see 
on Act. 6,11; Eph. 4,31. For his removal of 
the non-classical blasphemo, see on Act. 13,45. 
For me, see on Job. 3,7. Lefévre put Nom .. 
infametur. 


16 vestrum igitur bonum oóv bpd TÒ &yaðóv 
(“ergo ... bonum nostrum" Vg.). For igitur, see 
on Job. 6,62. The Vulgate corresponds with 
a Greek text substituting fuv for Opów, 
as in codd. D F G and a few other mss. See 
Annot. In Lefèvre, the rendering was igitur ... 
bonum vestrum, and in Manetti, ergo .. bonum 
vestrum. 


17 enim est yap tow (“est enim" late Vg.). 
Erasmus follows the Greek word-order more 
literally. The earlier Vulgate omitted enim al- 
together, with little support from Greek mss. 
The version of Lefévre made the same change 
as Erasmus. 
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17 cibus Bpdors (“esca” Vg.; “esus” 1516). See 
on vs. 15. 


17 ac kai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


18 Etenim qui 6 y&p (“Qui enim" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 3,7. The change is for the sake of stylistic 
variety. 


18 per baec tv towrors (“in hoc” Vg; "in his" 
1516). For the use of per, see on Rom. 1,17, 
and Annot. The Vulgate reflects a Greek text 
having év ToUTG, as in codd. N* AB C D* 
F G 048 0209 and a few other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2105, 2816, and also N ©" De" and most 
other mss. Various explanations exist concern- 
ing the origin of this difference of text. If 
TOUTOQ were genuine, it would be possible to 
see ToUTaIs as a theologically motivated variant, 
designed to prevent the interpretation “he who 
serves Christ in the Holy Spirit”. Alternatively, 
if ToUrois had originally been in the text, a 
common form of scribal error could have led 
to its replacement by tovt, through gram- 
matical attraction to the singular number of 
the preceding words mrvevuati &yíco. Manetti 
and Lefèvre made the same change as Erasmus’ 
1516 edition. 


18 acceptus est eucpeotos (“placet” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 12,1. Manetti put beneplacens est, and 
Lefévre gratus est. 


18 probatus Séxipos ("probatus est" Vg.). Eras- 
mus is able to dispense with est here, as he 
already has this verb after acceptus. The same 
omission was made by Lefèvre. 


19 quae aedificationis tà ijs olkoBopiis (“quae 
aedificationis sunt" Vg.). Again Erasmus re- 
gards the verb as redundant, as the earlier part 
of the sentence already has sunt after pacis. 
Cf. Annot. 


19 alius erga alium Tijg els &AAHAOUS (“in- 
uicem custodiamus” late Vg. = some Vg. mss., 
with Vg"*; "inuicem" other Vg. mss., with Vg"). 
For the removal of inuicem, see on Iob. 4,33. 
The addition of custodiamus in some Vulgate 
mss., both early and late, corresponds with the 
insertion of puAdEoopev after GAATAOCUS in 
codd. D* F G, together with the Old Latin 
version. For Erasmus’ objections, see Annot., 
where he also suggests rendering this part of 
the sentence by quae ad mutuam pertinent aedi- 
ficationem. Lefèvre proposed quae mutuae sunt 
aedificationis. 
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? f Evexev  Dpoueros karóAus TÒ 
Épyov ToU Geol. mrávra piv Kabapd, 
GAAG kakóv TH dvOpaTra 1H Sic 
Tpookóuparos &o8iovri. 7! KaAdv Td 
Li) Qayeiv kpéa, unè Tiv olvov, 
undt Ev d 6 éób5eAqós cou rrpoo- 
«óTTE& 7| oKavbaAiZetar À dovevel. 
2o  Tícriv čys; katà covróv 
ëxe Evotriov ToU O0U. paKdpios ó 
ut) kpívov toutov èv dà Soxipdder. 
36 è BS1aKxpivdyevos, àv dyn, 
KATAKÉKpPITAI, OT! oUK ÈK Tiotews. 
T&v 8 Öö oùk èk trictews, apaptia 
to Tiv. 


21 mTpooxorrre A B E: mpookxorrr C D 


21 per quod B-E: in quo 4 


20 Ne .. destruas ph ... KatéAve ("Noli ... 
destruere" Vg.). See on Rom. 11,18. Manetti 
similarly put Ne ... destruatis. 


20 cibi causa čvekev Bpwpatos ("propter 
escam" Vg.) See on vs. 15 regarding cibus. 
Erasmus’ construction of causa with a geni- 
tive, replacing propter, also occurs at Mc. 8,35; 
10,29; 2 Cor. 7,12. He further uses causa with 
a possessive pronoun, as in mea causa Or tua 
causa, at Mt. 10,39; 16,25; Mc. 8,35 (1519); 
10,29. 


20 pura ko&apá ("munda sunt" Vg.). A simi- 
lar substitution of purus occurs at Mt. 23,26 
(1519); Tit. 1,15; Hebr. 10,22; lac. 1,27, in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at 1 Tim. 1,5; 
3,9; 2 Tim. 1,3; 2,22, with the result that the 
adjective mundus is completely removed from 
the Epistles. Whereas mundus tends to mean 
"clean" in a physical sense, purus has a much 
wider range of connotation, capable of refer- 
ring to ceremonial and ritual cleanliness and 
also to moral purity. In removing sunt, Erasmus 
is also more literal. Lefévre put sunt munda, as 
in some copies of the late Vulgate, including 
Lefévre's own Vulgate column. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


?Ne cibi causa, destruas opus dei. 
Omnia quidem pura: sed malum 
est homini, qui per offendiculum 
vescitur.  ?^ Bonum est non edere 
carnes, neque bibere vinum, neque 
quicquam, per quod frater tuus im- 
pingit aut offenditur aut infirma- 
tur. “Tu fidem habes? Apud temet 
ipsum habe coram deo. Beatus qui 
non iudicat se ipsum, in eo quod 
probat. At qui diiudicat, si ederit 
condemnatus est: quoniam non edit 
ex fide. Porro quicquid ex fide non 
est, peccatum est. 


20 qui .. vescitur tH ... to8iovn ("qui .. 
manducat" Vg.). See on vs. 2. 


21 edere qaytiv ("manducare" Vg.). See on 
Tob. 4,31. Erasmus has the same word as Am- 
brosiaster. 


21 carnes xptax (“carnem” Vg.). The Vulgate 
singular corresponds with xpéas in cod. De", 
Erasmus makes a similar substitution at 1 Cor. 
8,13. 


21 neque (1st.) pndé ("et non" Vg). See on 
Iob. 2,16. The same change was made by 
Manetti. 


21 miv. Cod. 2815* originally had triveiv at 
this point, as in codd. F G. 
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21 quicquam, per quod tv & (“in quo" Vg; 
"quicquam, in quo" 1516). For per, see on Rom. 
1,17. Erasmus provides an antecedent pronoun, 
quicquam, to complete the implied sense. With 
a similar motive, Lefévre put id in quo. Manetti 
had just in eo. 


21 impingit mpocxórrTa ("offenditur" late Vg.). 
See on Rom. 9,32, and Annot. The reading 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS 14,20 -23 
mpooxémty in 1522-7 may be a misprint: 
it is said to occur in only two late mss. 
(see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 1, 
pp. 401-5). Manetti put offendatur. The earlier 
Vulgate, and also Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre, 
had offendit. 


21 offenditur oxavSaAifera (“scandalizatur” 
Vg.). See on Iob. 6,61. Manetti put scandali- 


Zetur. 


22 babes Eyes ("quam habes" late Vg.). The 
late Vulgate addition of quam corresponds 
with the insertion of fjv before Eyes in 
codd. N A B C 048 and a few other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, sup- 
ported by 1, 2105, 2816, with D F G 0209" 
and most other mss. In Annot., he commen- 
ded the shorter reading partly on the basis of 
patristic testimony, and partly on the grounds 
that the language was more lively (“omnino 
sermo vividior"). The passage is further assigned 
to the Loca Manifeste Deprauata. In omitting 
quam, Erasmus agreed with the earlier Vul- 
gate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre (both 
columns). 


22 Apud katk (“penes” Vg.). The Vulgate does 
not use penes elsewhere in the N.T. Cf. Annot. 
The rendering of Lefévre likewise had apud, but 
followed the late Vulgate in connecting this 
phrase with the preceding babes, while Erasmus 
connected the same phrase with the following 
babe. 


22 cav1óv. The spelling given in 1516 Annot. 
is ceauTdv, as in codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816 and 
most other mss. The variant adopted in Erasmus’ 
text, which here follows cod. 2817, survived 
into the Textus Receptus. 


22 évatriov Tot oŭ. These words were omit- 
ted by cod. 2817, and also by X * and a few 
later mss. Erasmus' text followed codd. 2815, 
together with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other 
mss. 


22 se ipsum tauTtóv ("semet ipsum" Vg.). This 
change was probably for the sake of stylistic 
variety, in view of the use of temet ipsum in 
the previous sentence. Lefévre made the same 
change. Both copies of Manetti's version omit 
this sentence. 


23 At qui ó 5€ (“Qui autem" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 1,26. 

23 diiudicat Biaxpiwdpevos (“discernit” Vg.). 
Although there is little difference of meaning 
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between the two Latin verbs, which can both 
mean "make a distinction", Erasmus prefers 
diiudico because of its closer resemblance to 
the Greek word (in the literal sense of "judge 
between”). A similar substitution occurs at 
1 Cor. 4,7, consistent with the Vulgate render- 
ing of Siaxpives at Mt. 16,3; 1 Cor. 11,29, 31; 
14,29. In Annot., Erasmus alternatively suggests 
using Aaesito, which seems better suited to the 
context and is also used by the Vulgate at 
several other passages. He further substitutes 
diiudico for iudico at 1 Cor. 6,5; Iac. 2,4; Iud. 22. 
See also on diiudicatio for Siaxpiois in vs. 1 of 
the present chapter. 


23 ederit p&yn (“manducauerit” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 4,31. Lefèvre had comederit. 


23 condemnatus est xatoxéxpita ("damnatus 
est" Vg.). See on Rom. 8,3. The same change was 
made by Lefèvre. 


23 quoniam &T1 ("quia" Vg.). See on Rom. 8,21. 


23 edit (Vg. omits). Erasmus adds a word, to 
complete the sense. Manetti, for a similar 
reason, added est after fide in this clause. 


23 Porro quicquid r&v Bt 6 (“Omne autem 
quod" Vg.). For porro, see on Joh, 8,16, and for 
quicquid, see on Iob. 4,14. 


23 ex fide non est ot tx Trloecos (“non est 
ex fide” late Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg"; 
“non ex fide” some Vg. mss., with Vg"). The 
changed word-order prevents ex fide from being 
incorrectly attached to the following peccatum 
est. Lefévre had just non ex fide. 


23 est (3rd.) &crív. At this point in the Greek 
text, the passage commonly printed as Rom. 
16,25-7 is inserted after totiv by about 560 
mss, commencing with 0209%4: this was the 
reading of Erasmus’ codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 
2816, 2817. However, he followed the Vulgate 
in leaving these verses in place at the end of 
ch. 16, in company with (B5) N B C D and 
about twenty later mss. In 386 this section is 
placed after Rom. 15,33, while in cod. A 
and fifteen others it is included here in ch. 14 
as well as in ch. 16, but in codd. F G it is 
altogether omitted from the Greek text (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 1, pp. 405-6, 
447-9). In Annot. on ch. 16, Erasmus commented 
that the passage did not relate to the context 
of either chapter. Manetti, more boldly, moved 
these three verses from ch. 16, to become 
vss. 24-6 of ch. 14. 
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1 "OgefAouev SE peş of Sv- 
vatoi, Tax á&o8gvü)para TOv 
é&6uvéárcov paoráZav, xol uů au- 


tois é&péíokev.  ?fkacTos yàp fiuów 
TG TÀnoíov &psokéro sig TO é&ya- 
65v Tpós oikoBoutjv.  ?xoi yàp 6 
XpicTós où% éautd ñpeoev, GA- 
Aà Kabas yéypatrrai, Oi dveldiopoi 
TOV dveldiZovtwv of, èmémeoov èm’ 
pé. 

“Oca yàp Tposypéon, eis Thv 
Tiuerépav SiSacKkaAiav tpoeypagn, 
iva Sic tis UTropovijs Kal Tfjg Tapa- 
KAfjoeos THY ypagov Tijv ¿Amia 
éxwpev. °6 BE Geds Tfjg Úmopovsş 
kal | Tis mapakàńosws Swn piv 
TO avtd gpovév èv GAATAOIS KaTé 
XpicTóv ‘Inootv, ‘Siva ópoðupaðòv 


15,6 opo8upadov A B D E: opo€nuadov C 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


1 Debemus autem nos qui po- 

tentes sumus, infirmitates im- 
potentium portare, ac non placere 
nobis ipsis. ?Nam  vnusquisque 
nostrum proximo placeat in bo- 
num ad aedificationem. — ?Etenim 
Christus non placuit sibi ipsi: sed 


quemadmodum scriptum est: Op- 
probria opprobrantium tibi, inci- 
derunt in me. 

*Nam quaecunque praescripta 


sunt, in nostram doctrinam prae- 
scripta sunt: vt per patientiam et 


consolationem scripturarum spem 
habeamus. Deus autem patientiae 
et consolatio|nis det vobis idem 


mutuo inter vos sentire secundum 
lesum Christum, $vt  vnanimiter 


15,4 prius praescripta sunt B-E: ante sunt scripta 4 


15,1 qui potentes sumus oi Buvarroí ("firmiores" 
Vg.). The Vulgate use of a comparative adjec- 
tive is inaccurate. Át 2 Cor. 13,9, where there 
is a similar contrast between the strong and 
the weak, Erasmus substitutes validi for poten- 
tes. Cf. Annot. The suggestion of Valla Annot., 
followed by Lefévre, was to put validi at the 
present passage. Manetti had just potentes. 

1 infirmitates Tà å&oðevýyarta (“imbecillitates” 
Vg.). At Hebr. 7,18; 11,34, in rendering &o8evrs 
and doéveio, Erasmus makes an opposite 
change from infirmitas to imbecillitas. Although 
both words can mean "weakness", infirmitas 
could also denote "sickness" or "ill health": see 
Annot. on Hebr. 11,34. The use of infirmitates 
is also to be found in Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre, 
and (surprisingly) in the Vulgate lemma of 
Valla Annot. 


1 impotentium t&v &buvé&Tov (“infirmorum” 
Vg.). See above on potentes, and Annot. By using 
impotens ("powerless"), Erasmus avoided giving 
the impression that &SUvatos meant "suffering 
from ill health". This substitution was anticipa- 
ted by Manetti. In Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot. 
and Lefèvre, the rendering was inualidorum. 


1 portare BaotdéZew (“sustinere” Vg.). This 
change is consistent with Vulgate usage else- 
where, though Erasmus retains sustineo for Ba- 
o Tác at Ap. Iob. 2,2. This change agreed with 
the wording of Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot. and 
Lefévre. 


1 ac xai (“et” Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


1 placere nobis ipsis txutois &péoxeiv (“nobis 
placere" Vg). By changing the word-order, 
Erasmus places more emphasis on zobis ipsis. 
The addition of ipsis, corresponding with the 
Greek reflexive pronoun, was already made by 
Manetti and Lefévre, who both put nobis ipsis 
placere. 


2 Nam yap (Vg. omits). Erasmus derived yap 
from cod. 2817, apparently without other ms. 
support. His codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816, with 
most other mss, omit this word. In 1516 
Annot., he cites the text as 56, probably based 
on information derived from Lefèvre Comm., 
which adopted this reading and recommended 
autem as the rendering. Despite the lack of sup- 
port for yáp, this word remained in the Textus 
Receptus. 
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2 nostrum ‘dv (“vestrum” Vg.). The Vulgate 
reflects a Greek text having Uudv, as in codd. 
De" F G 048 0209"4 and some other mss., 
including 2105, 2816. Erasmus follows his 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with cod. 1, as 
well as $ A B C D* and most of the later mss. 
See Annot. The same change was made by 
Lefèvre. 

2 proximo 16) mAnoíov (“proximo suo” Vg.). 
As indicated in Ænnot., and also in Lefèvre 
Comm., the Vulgate addition lacks explicit Greek 
ms. support. 

3 placuit sibi ipsi taut& ñÑpeoev (“sibi placuit” 
Vg.). See on vs. 1 for a similar alteration. Ma- 
netti and Lefèvre likewise added ipsi, the former 
having the word order non sibi ipsi Christus pla- 
cuit, and the latter Christus non sibi ipsi placuit. 


3 quemadmodum xaðós (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. 


3 Opprobria opprobrantium Oi óvei&icuol TOV 
éveiSiZovreov (“Improperia improperantium" 
Vg) A similar substitution of opprobrium 
(“reproach”) occurs at Hebr. 13,13, following 
the example of the Vulgate at 1 Tim. 3,7; Hebr. 
10,33. At these last two passages, Erasmus pre- 
ferred probrum, which he further substituted 
for improperium at Hebr. 11,26. The verb impro- 
pero is replaced by exprobro at Mt. 27,44 (1519); 
Iac. 1,5 (1522), in keeping with Vulgate usage 
at Mt. 11,20; Mc. 16,14; Lc. 6,22; 1 Petr. 4,14. 
In classical authors, the word improperium never 
occurs, and zmpropero very rarely. The Vulgate 
translation of the O.T. passage here cited (Ps. 
69,9) was opprobria exprobrantium. 


3 inciderunt tmémecov (“ceciderunt” Vg.) 
Cf. on Act. 10,10; 19,19, for Erasmus’ avoid- 
ance of cado. 


3 in èm’ ("super" Vg.). At Act. 19,17, Erasmus 
preferred to retain super with incido, though 
elsewhere in is the usual preposition to accom- 
pany this verb. 


4 Nam quaecunque “Ooa yép ("Quaecunque 
enim" Vg.). See on Job. 3,34. 

4 praescripta sunt (twice) poeypóon ("scripta 
sunt" Vg; "ante sunt scripta ... praescripta 
sunt" 1516). The Vulgate may have followed a 
Greek text substituting &ypáqn in both places, 
as in cod. B. In codd. $ C D*" and a few other 
mss., it is Trpoeypágn ... Eypagn (D* F G had 
Trpoceypapn .. éypa@n). Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
2816, with A 048 and most later mss. See 
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Annot., and also Resp. ad collat inv. geront., 
LB IX, 1011 F-1012 B. The suggested rendering 
in Valla Annot. was either praescripta or antescripta. 
Lefèvre adopted praescripta in both places. 


4 in el; (“ad” Vg.). Erasmus often makes an 
opposite substitution, of ad for in, at other 
passages where eis expresses a purpose or con- 
sequence. Cf. on Rom. 1,16 (ad salutem). 


4 tis (2nd.). Erasmus follows cod. 2817 and 
the Vulgate, with support from codd. 2105 and 
2816, and also D F G and many other mss. In 
his codd. 1 and 2815, the text reads 51& tis, 
as in Ñ A B C 048 and many further mss. 

5 consolationis ths rrapoxAtjaecos (“solatii” Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at 2 Cor. 7,7; 
Hebr. 6,18, though Erasmus retains solatium for 
Trapapu@iov at Phil. 2,1, and for Tapnyopia 
at Col. 4,11. At the present passage, the change 
produces consistency with consolationem in vs. 4, 
and agrees with the wording of Ambrosiaster, 
Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 

5 idem To aùrtó (“id ipsum" Vg.). Erasmus 
corrects a Vulgate mistranslation. He retains id 


ipsum in rendering TÒ 8 aùÙTtó at Mt. 27,44; 
Phil. 2,18 (1519). See Annot. 


5 mutuo inter vos sentire ppovelv èv &AAHAOIS 
(“sapere in alterutrum” Vg.). The Vulgate word- 
order is more literal, For sentio, see on Rom. 8,5, 
and for mutuo and inter, see on Iob. 13,34; 
15,24, and Annot. The problem with alterutrum 
was that it meant “one or the other", whereas 
the required meaning was "one another". For 
Erasmus’ removal of alterutrum elsewhere, see 
on Act, 7,26. Valla Annot. proposed the use of 
inuicem or mutuo. Manetti put sapere adinuicem, 
and Lefèvre sentire adinuicem. 


5 lesum Christum Xpiotov "InooUv. Erasmus’ 
rendering follows the Vulgate word-order, 
though the latter may reflect the substitu- 
tion of 'Incoüv XpicTóv, as in codd. N A C 
F 048 and some other mss. His Greek text 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 
1, 2105, 2816, as well as B D G and most 
other mss. Both Manetti and Lefévre had 
Christum lesum (spelled by Lefevre as Ihesum). 


6 vnanimiter Spoupaddv ("vnanimes" Vg.). 
Erasmus' rendering reproduces the adverbial 
form of the Greek word. In Annot., he specu- 
lates that the text underlying the Vulgate was 
ópuó8uuot, though this lacks ms. support. See 
also on Act. 12,20. Lefévre made the same 
change. 
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èv évi otrdpatt So0€a¢nts tov Gedv 
Kal tratépa ToU Kupiou fjuGv “Incot 
Xpiotod. 7816 mpocAapuBávecOe &A- 
AnAous, Kabds xol ó XpicTós mpoo- 
eAGBeTto tds els 5óEav Geod. FAEyw 
Sé, ‘Incotv Xpiotéov SidKovov yeyevij- 
c9oi trepitopiis UTrép aAnbeias cot, 
gis TO PeBardoa Tas étrayyeAlas TOv 
tratépwv'  *rà BE čðvn Ümip eAgous 
So€doai tov Ocóv: Kabws yéyporrron, 
Aix ToUTo iE£ouoAoyfjcoual ooi iv 
&Oveci, Kal Td óvóparí cou ward. 
Kal mv A£yei, EUgpávOnTe evn 
Mer& ToU AaoU aUToU. “Kai dA, 
Alvéire tov KUpiov Trávra Tà čðvN, 


8 ingouv xpiotov B-E: xpic Tov incouv A 


6 vno B-E: in vno A. | ac B-E: etA | 
mandas B-E: coufirmandas A | 
misecordia D | canam B-E: psallam A 


6 vno èv &vi ("in vno" 1516). The 1516 render- 
ing gave a more literal rendering of the Greek 
preposition. In 1519, Erasmus reverted to the 
Vulgate wording, accepting that the Greek phrase 
should be understood in an instrumental sense. 


6 glorificetis 5o&&trye ("honorificetis" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 11,13. The same change was made by 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


6 ac kaí (“et” 1516 =Vg.). See on Ioh. 1,25. 
Lefèvre put deumque et for deum et. 


7 Quapropter 516 ("Propter quod" Vg.). See on 
Act. 10,29. The same change was made by 
Lefèvre, while Manetti put Jdcirco. 


7 assumite ... assumpsit tpocdapBavecte ... 
TrpocsAóero (“suscipite ... suscepit" Vg.). This 
change was consistent with the Vulgate rendering 
of Rom. 14,1, 3, in the sense of "receive into 
fellowship”. See Annot. on Rom. 14,1, and also 
on the present passage. However, Erasmus re- 
tains suscipio for this Greek verb at Phm. 12, 17. 
In 1516 Annot., he had the spelling npocAap- 
Bávere, an error which also occurs in 1516 
Annot. on Rom. 14,1. His rendering was the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


8 Illud autem dico B-E: Dico autem A | 
9 caeterum B-E: In hoc autem A4. | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


vno ore glorificetis deum ac patrem 
domini nostri lesu Christi. 7 Qua- 
propter assumite vos inuicem, quem- 
admodum et Christus assumpsit nos 
in gloriam dei. Illud autem dico, 
lesum Christum ministrum fuisse 
circuncisionis pro veritate dei, ad 
confirmandas promissiones patrum: 
?caeterum, vt gentes pro misericor- 
dia glorificent deum: sicut scriptum 
est: Propter hoc confitebor tibi in 
gentibus, et nomini tuo canam. 
"Et rursum dicit Gaudete gentes 
cum populo eius. “Et rursum: 
Laudate dominum omnes gentes, 


confir- 
misericordia 4-C E: 


7 vos inuicem &NNt|Aous ("inuicem" Vg.). See 
on Job. 4,33. In Annot., Erasmus also suggests 
alius alium. The wording adopted in his trans- 
lation was again identical with that of Lefèvre. 


7 quemadmodum xabes ("sicut" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre had vt. 


7 nos yas (“vos” Vg.). The Vulgate is based 
on a Greek text having Ups, as in codd. N A 
C De" F G and many other mss., including 
cod. 1, and this reading was also cited in 
Lefévre Comm. The text of Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 2105 and 
2816, with B D* 048 and many other mss. 


7 gloriam 6ó&ov ("honorem" Vg.). See on Act. 
12,23. A detailed discussion of the distinction 
of meaning is given in 1535 Annot. See also 
Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 1012 B-C. The 
same change was made by Manetti and Lefévre. 


8 lllud autem dico A&yo) Sé ("Dico enim" Vg; 
"Dico autem" 1516). The Vulgate follows a 
Greek text substituting yap for 5é as in 
PN A B C D FG and some other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss. He 
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added illud to mark what, in his opinion, was 
a resumption of the apostle’s theme after a 
digression: see Annot. The change from enim to 
autem was also made by Manetti and Lefévre 
Comm., as in Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 


8 lesum Christum’ Inooŭv Xpiotév ("Christum 
Iesum" Vg). In 1516, the Erasmian text had 
the word-order Xpiotév 'Inootv, in agreement 
with the Vulgate, following cod. 2815, along 
with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other late mss. 
This conflicted with the word-order which 
Erasmus chose for his 1516 Latin rendering, 
which corresponded with 'Inooüv Xpiotdév in 
cod. 2817. Then in 1519, he made the Greek 
conform with the accompanying Latin text. 
The reading ‘Inootv Xpiotdév occurs in codd. 
3 and 2817, together with D F G and a few later 
mss. This variant remained uncorrected in the 
Textus Receptus. In some other mss., commencing 
with P* N A B C 048, ‘InooŬv is omitted. 


8 pro veritate Um&p &Nnelas ("propter verita- 
tem" Vg.). À similar correction of propter to pro 
was made at Act. 21,13: see ad loc. The same 
change was made by Manetti. Lefévre used ob 
veritatem, while also suggesting the use of pro 
in Comm. 


9 caeterum, vt gentes ... glorificent và BE Hvn ... 
S0€doa1 ("gentes autem ... honorare" Vg.; “In 
hoc autem, vt gentes ... glorificent” 1516). For 
caeterum, see on Act. 6,2, and for glorifico, see 
on Rom. 11,13. Erasmus changes the construc- 
tion to a purpose clause, presenting it as paral- 
lel with the immediately preceding phrase, ad 
confirmandos, rather than parallel with the earlier 
ministrum fuisse. see Annot. The passage is further 
discussed in Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 
1012 C-D. The rendering of Manetti was Gentes 
autem ... glorificate, treating Soca as an im- 
perative. Lefévre had at gentes ... glorificare. 

9 pro mép (“super” Vg.). Erasmus gives the 
same translation of Utép as in vs. 8: pro veritate 
.. pro misericordia. The Vulgate inconsistency in 
using propter ... super was pointed out by Valla 
Annot. and Lefèvre Comm. See also Resp. ad 
collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 1012 D-E. The version 
of Manetti made the same change as Erasmus. 
Valla seemed to prefer propter misericordiam, 
while Lefèvre put ob misericordiam (consistent 
with his use of ob veritatem in vs. 8). 


9 Propter hoc Ai toto ("Propterea" late Vg.). 
Elsewhere Erasmus sometimes retains propterea 
for this Greek expression: e.g. at Mc. 6,14; 
11,24; Lc. 11,49; Iob. 1,31. The use of propterea 
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is also to be seen in the Vulgate version of the 
parallel passage at Ps. 18,49. Erasmus' rendering 
here is the same as that of Ambrosiaster and 
Manetti. 


9 gentibus EOveci ("gentibus domine" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate corresponds with the addition 
of kúpie in cod. iN" and some later mss., 
probably influenced by Ps. 18,49. In omitting 
domine, Erasmus agrees with the earlier Vulgate 
and Ambrosiaster. 


9 canam yore "cantabo" Vg.; "psallam" 1516). 
Cf. on Job. 13,38 for Erasmus’ preference for 
cano. His use of psallo in 1516 followed a 
suggestion of Valla Aznot., consistent with the 
Vulgate rendering of 1 Cor. 14,15; Eph. 5,19; lac. 
5,13. However, Erasmus substitutes cano for 
psallo at 1 Cor. 14,15. His choice of expression 
is again identical with that of Ambrosiaster. 
Lefèvre proposed psalmum dicam, while mention- 
ing psallam in Comm. 


10 rursum Trái (“iterum” Vg.). The same sub- 
stitution, for the sake of stylistic variety, occurs 
at thirty other N.T. passages, especially in 
Matthew and Mark, but none in LukeJohn- 
Acts. See also on rursus at Iob. 9,9. 


10 Gaudete ExppévOnte ("Laetamini" Vg.). Eras- 
mus retains Jaetor for this Greek verb at Act. 
2,26; 7,41; Gal. 4,27; Ap. Iob. 12,12. Further, at 
Le, 15,23-32, he replaces epulor with laetor in 
four places, though he uses gaudeo to replace 
epulor (for esppaives) at Lc. 12,19. Generally 
he reserves gaudeo for yaipw and auyyaipo. 
In Valla Elegantiae, VI, 12; Erasmus Parapbr. 
in Eleg. Laur. Vallae, ASD 1, 4, p. 258, 1. 407; 
p. 271, ll. 762-764, a distinction is made be- 
tween gaudeo as an internal activity of the 
mind, and /aetor as an external appearance of 
rejoicing. 

10 populo tot AaoU (“plebe” Vg.). See on Act. 
2,47, and Annot. The word populus also occurs 
in the Vulgate rendering of Dt. 32,43, which 
is here cited by the apostle. Manetti made the 
same change. 


11 rursum mów (“iterum” Vg.). See on vs. 10. 
Manetti and Lefèvre both offered rursus. 


11 dominum omnes gentes Tov Küpiov Trávra 
Tà ÉOvr (“omnes gentes dominum" Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects a different word-order, rrávra 
Tk BÓvn, Tov KUpiov, as found in PY N A 
B D and a few other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
2816, with C F G and most other mss. There 
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érroavécocre 
2 


Kal autév  TávTEg of 
Aaoi. Koi 1TráAw ‘Hootas Atya, 
"Ecrot f$ pita ToU "leccoí, koi ó 
&vicTápgevos &pyxeiv. &0vàv, im ated 
tov &XmioU0civ. Bó SE 6:0; Tis 
EXTríBos, TWAnpwoal Uyas Tons xa- 
pas Kai esipüvns, èv TH  TücTEUEW 
el; TO Trepiocevery Upds èv ti} &A- 
mið, èv Suvduer mveúpartoşs &yíov. 

“Tléreiopor Sé, | &Seàpoi pou, 
Kai aùròs éyo wepi Üpuóv, on 


Koi avtol yeotoi ote å&yaðwov- 
vns, memAnpwpévoi  TÓons  yvo- 
TEOS, Suváuevoi Kai &AAXT|AoUsS 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


et collaudate eum omnes populi. 
"Et rursum Hesaias dicit Erit ra- 
dix lesse, et qui exurget ad im- 
perandum gentibus: in eo gentes 
sperabunt. PDeus autem spei 
impleat vos omni gaudio et pace, 
in credendo in hoc vt exubere- 
tis in spe per potentiam spiritus 
sancti. 

MPersuasum enim habeo fratres 
mei, et ipse ego de | vobis, 
quod et ipsi pleni estis boni- 
tate, impleti omni scientia, va- 
lentes etiam inuicem alius alium 


14 ayaðwouvns D E: ayaboouvns A-C | aAAndous B-E: aAAous A 


12 Hesaias E: Esaias A-D | Iesse 4 D E:lessae B C | exurget B-E: exurgit A | 13 autem B-E: 
aut.A | per potentiam B-E: in potentia/4 | 14 etiam inuicem alius alium B-E: et alios A 


are several ways in which a process of harmo- 
nisation could have given rise to this difference 
of word-order. More remotely, the reading 
adopted by Erasmus conforms with the Sep- 
tuagint version of Ps. 116,1 (117,1), giving rise 
to the question of whether some scribes altered 
the text so as to agree with the Septuagint 
wording. Another hypothesis is that rr&vra Tà 
#6vn could have been moved to the end of the 
clause so as to match the position of rrávres 
oi Aaoí in the clause which followed. However, 
a third potential source of harmonisation lay 
in the preceding verse, Rom. 15,10, where vn 
comes immediately after the verb euqpavOnte: 
in vs. 11, wishing to obtain a similar word- 
sequence, an ancient scribe or editor may have 
moved Trávra Tà ÉOvr| to stand next to atvei- 
te, thus creating the text which underlay the 
Vulgate. Both Manetti and Lefèvre made the 
same correction as Erasmus. 


11 collaudate tmasvioarte (“magnificate” Vg.). 
Erasmus brings the translation into conformity 
with the Vulgate rendering of Ps. 117,1: see 
Annot. Elsewhere he follows the Vulgate in 
using laudo at Lc. 16,8; 1 Cor. 11,17, 22. At 
1 Cor. 11,2, he substitutes collaudo for laudo. 
For the removal of magnifico at other passages, 


see on Act. 21,20; Rom. 8,30: he reserves this 
verb mainly for peyoAUveo. Manetti and Lefèvre 
both put laudate at the present passage. 


12 rursum wédw (“rursus” Vg.). This substi- 
tution also occurs at Mc. 10,24; 11,27; 14,69; 
2 Petr. 2,20. See on vs. 10 above, and also on 
Iob. 9,9. Lefèvre had insuper. 


12 dicit Aéye (“ait” Vg.). A similar substitu- 
tion occurs at 2 Cor. 6,2, though arunt remains 
unchanged at Rom. 3,8. In the first seventeen 
chapters of Matthew, and the last nine chapters 
of Mark, Erasmus replaces most instances of 
aio with dico, affecting more than eighty pas- 
sages. Howevet, in the rest of the Gospels and 
Acts, he generally retains aio. At the present 
passage, Erasmus' rendering agrees with that of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


12 Iese "leocaí ("lessae" 1519-22). The spelling 
lessae, apparently a declinable form of the geni- 
tive case, also appears at Lc. 3,32; Act. 13,22 
(both in 1516-27 only). For Erasmus' compar- 
able use of Abrahae rather than Abraham, see 
on Act. 13,26. lessae was also used in Lefèvre 
Comm. 


12 qui exurget & Gviotapevos ("qui exurgit” 
1516). Erasmus’ 1516 version was more literal. 


LB 648 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS 1541-14 
In 1519, he decided to restore the future tense 
of the Vulgate, on the grounds that this was 
more consistent with the tense of the preceding 
verb, oan: see Annot. 

12 ad imperandum gentibus &pyew tðvõ&v ("regere 
gentes" Vg.). Erasmus similarly used impero in 
rendering this Greek word at Mc. 10,42, where 
the Vulgate had the non-classical verb, princi- 
pari. As elsewhere, Erasmus avoids using the 
infinitive to express a purpose. He reserves 
rego for moipaivw. Manetti had principari a 
gentibus. 

12 in co tm’ atte (“in eum" late Vg.). The 
ablative is similarly substituted at 2 Cor. 1,10 
(1519); 1 Tim. 5,5, accompanying spem or spe- 
ro, even though at those passages the Greek 
pronoun is in the accusative case. Erasmus 
retains the accusative in his rendering of 1 Petr. 
1,13 (sperate in eam ... gratiam). Lefèvre put in 
ipso. 

13 impleat mnAnpo»cod ("repleat" Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs in vss. 14 and 19, and also 
at 2 Cor. 7,4; Phil. 1,11; 4,18 (1516 only). 
Possibly Erasmus wished to avoid the sense of 
“fill up again", implied by repleo. At 2 Tim. 1,4, 
by contrast, he substitutes repleo for impleo. 
Most instances of repleo, in both Erasmus and 
the Vulgate, are found in Luke and Acts. 
Manetti made the same change here. 


13 in hoc vt eis (“vt” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,20. 


13 exuberetis TO Tepiocevav úps (“abunde- 
tis” Vg.). See on Rom. 3,7. Lefèvre put vos 
abundetis. 


13 per potentiam èv Buvdayuei (“et virtute" late 
Vg. and some Vg. mss., with Vg"; "et in vir- 
tute" some Vg. mss., with Vg*; "in potentia" 
1516). The Vulgate would correspond with a 
Greek text having kal Suvdéper or Kai èv 
Suvduel, neither of which has ms. support 
(codd. D* F G have just Suvápe)). For poten- 
tia, see on Rom. 1,4. Manetti had in virtute, 
and Lefévre in potestate, both omitting et. 


14 Persuasum enim babeo Némreioyan 56 ("Certus 
sum autem" Vg.). See on Rom. 8,38, and Annot. 
By substituting enim for autem, in rendering 
öt, Erasmus departs from the literal meaning. 
The use of persuasum babeo was also proposed 
by Valla Annot. and Lefèvre (the latter having 
Persuasum autem babeo). 

14 ipse ego atrtds Èy (“ego ipse" Vg.). Erasmus, 
this time, is more literal as to the word-order. 
Manetti made the same change. 
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14 quod 611 (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. 
The same change was made by Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


14 bonitate &yaðwoúvns (“dilectione” Vg.). 
The Vulgate might be expected to reflect a 
Greek text having &yámns, as in codd. F G, 
but this was probably no more than a re- 
translation from the Latin. See Annot., where 
Erasmus implausibly suggests that the text 
underlying the Vulgate was éryatrwouvns. The 
spelling &yaboouvns in the 1516-22 text, and 
in 1519-27 Annot., is supported by cod. D and 
a few later mss. The same spelling was adopted 
at Gal. 5,22; Eph. 5,9 (but not at 2 Thess. 1,11), 
equally in defiance of his Basle mss., though 
cod. 69 has -0ooc- at all four passages. The 
version of Manetti substituted de benignitate 
(which the scribe of Urb, Lat. 6 at first mistakenly 
copied as dei benignitate). 

14 impleti vrerAnpoouévor. ("repleti" Vg.). See 
on vs, 13. 


14 valentes Guvápsvoi ("ita vt possitis" Vg.). 
Erasmus similarly makes use of valentes at 
2 Tim. 3,7, translating the Greek participle 
more literally. Valeo is also substituted for 
possum in rendering &&ioy Uo at Eph. 3,18, and 
in rendering ioyww at Mc. 5,4 (1519). However, 
valeo ("be powerful” or “have strength") appears 
somewhat too emphatic in the present context. 
See Annot., where Erasmus suggests potentes, 
which had already been adopted by Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 


14 etiam xai (Vg. omits; “et” 1516). The Vulgate 
omission has little support other than codd. 
D* F G. In Annot., Erasmus has et, as used by 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


14 inuicem alius alium &\N\Aovs ("alterutrum" 
Vg. "alios" 1516). See on Job. 4,33. In 1516, 
Erasmus’ Greek text had &AAous, as in codd. 
1, 2105, 2815, 2816, 2817 and most other late 
mss. His change to &AAfjAous in 1519 was a 
return to the text underlying the Vulgate, 
prompted by consideration of the context, and 
having support from cod. 3 and some other 
mss., commencing with PÉN A B C D FG. 
See Annot. In 1529, in the Resp. ad collat. inv. 
geront., LB IX, 1012 E-F, Erasmus reverses his 
earlier opinion, and favours &AAous ("hanc 
opinor fuisse veram germanamque lectionem"). 
It is possible to see how, by the accidental 
scribal omission of two letters, &ÀAr|Aous (“one 
another”) could become &AAous (“others”). A 
contrary line of argument would be that scribes 
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vouOeréiv. — roAunpórepov 8E Éypa- 
ya Upiv, áOcAqoí, åmò pépous, as 
&mavapipvriokov ÜOp&s, Sia Thy xá- 
pw Thv S0bsicdvy por Ümó Tod 
Geol, eis td elvai pe Aerroupyóv 
*InooG Xpiotot els tà evn, fepoup- 
youvta TO evayyéAiov ToU GeoU, 


iva yévntai fà mpoopopà TOv 
é6v@v etirpdcdextos, fylacuévn èv 
trvevpot: &yío. — "£yc oUv Kav- 


xnow èv Xpiotd 'IlnooU ta Trpós 
Beóv. Bot yàp ToAutjow AaAciv 
Ti vy ov KaTelpydoato Xpiotds 
5r eyo, eis Utraxony Hvdv, Adyw 
Kal Épyo, Diy Suvdper onueicov 
kal Tepórow, év Suvdwer TrveUparos 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


admonere. Sed tamen audacius 
scripsi vobis fratres ex parte, veluti 
commonefaciens vos, propter grati- 
am quae data est mihi a deo, “in 
hoc vt sim minister lesu Christi in 
gentes, administrans euangelium dei, 
vt fiat oblatio gentium acceptabilis, 
sanctificata per spiritum sanctum. 
"Habeo igitur quod glorier per 
Christum lesum, in his quae ad 
deum pertinent. Non enim ausim 
loqui quicquam eorum, quae non 
effecit Christus per me, in obedi- 
entiam gentium, verbo et facto, 
Pper potentiam signorum ac pro- 
digiorum, per potentiam spiritus 


15 emravapipvnokov B-E: eravauiuvnokxon 4A | 17 6cov B-E: tov 0tov A 


15 Sed tamen audacius B-E: Audacius autem 4 
17 quod .. lesum B-E: gloriationem, in Christo 


sanctum B-E: in spiritu sancto Æ | 


| 16 lesu CE: om. A B. | per spiritum 


Tesu A | 19 prius per potentiam B-E: in potentia Æ | ac B-E:et A | alt. per potentiam B-E: 


in potentia 4 


were likely to expand GAAous into &ÀAAfjAous 
here, through familiarity with Pauline usage, as 
no form of &XXos occurs anywhere else in 
Romans, whereas &AArjAous, SAAHA etc. are 
used in thirteen other places in this epistle, 
including vss. 5 and 7 of the present chapter. 
Manetti had alios, as in Erasmus’ 1516 edition, 
while Lefèvre put mutuo. 


14 admonere vou8eteiv (" monere" Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at 1 Cor. 4,14; 1 Thess. 5,12. 
At Col. 1,28; 2 Thess. 3,15, admoneo is substituted 
for corripio. However, in rendering the same 
Greek verb, Erasmus replaces corripio by moneo 
at 1 Thess. 5,14, and retains moneo at Act. 20,31. 
The verb admoneo was more suitable in con- 
nection with imparting a spiritual exhortation 
or rebuke. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change. 


15 Sed tamen audacius Tokunpdtepov 5& (“Au- 
dacius autem" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 12,6, 
and Annot. 


15 veluti commonefaciens vos s &ravayuuvr- 
cxov úÚuãş (“tanquam in memoriam vos 
reducens" Vg). For veluti, see on Rom. 3,7. 
Erasmus elsewhere uses commonefacio to ren- 
der úmotiðnu, Úmóuvnoiv Aaupévo, &va- 
uiuvrjoko and UTropipvioKes. By contrast, he 
replaces commonefacio with in memoriam reduco 
in rendering &vayipvijoKe at 1 Cor. 4,17. Ma- 
netti interpreted this as a purpose clause, vt 
commonefaciam vos, while Lefévre had vt vestri 
reminiscens. 


16 in hoc vt els (“vt” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,20. 


16 lesu Christi Incot XpicToU ("Christi Iesu" 
Vg.; “Christi” 1516-19 Lat.). The Vulgate reflects 
a different Greek word-order, Xpic ToO ‘Inood, 
as in codd. N A B C F G and some other mss. 
The omission of Jesz in 1516-19 was in conflict 
with Erasmus’ Greek text, and perhaps arose 
from a typesetter’s misreading of Erasmus’ 
marked-up copy of the Vulgate, in which he 
would presumably have indicated that Jesu 
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should be moved before Christi rather than be 
altogether omitted. The reading Inco Xpiotov 
is exhibited by his codd. 2815 and 2817, to- 
gether with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss., 
commencing with 38'é D. The rendering of 
Lefèvre made a similar change, having Ihesu 
Christi. 

16 in gentes els Tà #9vy (“in gentibus" Vg.). 


Erasmus is more accurate here. A similar change 
occurs at Rom. 16,26; Gal. 3,14. 


16 administrans \epoupyoUvta (“sanctificans” 
Vg.). Erasmus’ rendering preserves the etymo- 
logical link between iepoupyéw and the pre- 
ceding Aerroupyós. In Annot., he gives a fuller 
explanation of the Greek verb as meaning 
fungor administratione sacrorum. Cf. also Resp. 
ad collat. uv. geront., LB IX, 1012 F-1013 A. 
The Vulgate verb, sanctifico, was more appropri- 
ate for rendering &yió£o, which occurs later 
in the sentence. Lefévre put celebrans. 


16 acceptabilis eympóo8ekros ("accepta et” late 
Vg.). The substitution of acceptabilis is consis- 
tent with the Vulgate rendering of 1 Petr. 2,5, 
though Erasmus retains acceptus for eümpóo- 
Sextos at Rom. 15,31; 2 Cor. 8,12, and replaces 
acceptabilis with acceptus at 2 Cor. 6,2. The word 
acceptabilis did not occur in classical usage. The 
late Vulgate addition of et lacks explicit Greek 
ms. support: see Annot. The version of Manetti 
had bene accepta, and Lefévre bene acceptabilis, 
both omitting et. 


16 per spiritum sanctum tv Trespor &yiw (“in 
spiritu sancto" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17, 
and Annot. 


17 quod glorier xaŭyxnow ("gloriam" Vg.; "glo- 
riationem" 1516). See on Rom. 4,2, and Annot. 
The preferred rendering of Valla Annot. and 
Lefèvre was unde glorier, though Lefèvre also 
used habeo gloriationem in Comm. 


17 per Christum lesum tv Xpiot® "Inoo0 (“in 
Christo Iesu" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 


17 in bis quae ad deum pertinent Tà Trpóg Ocóv 
(“ad deum" Vg.). Erasmus’ translation is more 
accurate here. The verb pertineo is similarly 
introduced in rendering Tà trpds at Lc. 19,42 
(1519); 2 Petr. 1,3, and for tà xará at Eph. 
6,21. See Annot. The inclusion of tóv before 
0sóv in 1516 was based on codd. 2815 and 
2817, supported by 1, 3, 2105, 2816 and nearly 
all other mss. This was also the reading which 
continued to be cited in Annot. The omission 
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of Tóv in the 1519 continuous text probably 
arose as a printing error, which later remained 
in the Textus Recptus. The translation used 
by Erasmus was borrowed from Valla Arnot. 
Another suggestion of Valla was in bis quae ad 
deum sunt, which was adopted by Lefévre (with 
the exception that he substituted its for bis). 
Manetti similarly offered in bis quae sunt ad 
deum. 


18 ausim roAytioco (“audeo” Vg.). The present 
indicative tense of the Vulgate has little ms. 
support, except from codd. N *" B which have 
toAud. See Annot. In Manetti and Lefèvre 
Comm., more literally, the rendering was 


audebo. 


18 loqui quicquam dadeiv m ("aliquid loqui" 
Vg). The Vulgate reflects a different Greek 
word-order, either ti AcAciv as in codd. $ A 
B C or 71 eltreiv as in D F G. The text of 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along 
with 2816 and most other late mss. (though 
cod. 1 has Aofeiv ti, and 2105 ti Aoc). 
Similar substitutions of quisquam for aliquis 
occur at fifteen other passages, where the con- 
text suggests "anyone" or "anything" rather 
than "someone" or "something": see further 
on Job. 2,25. 


18 non effecit Christus per me où Kateipyd- 
cato Xpicrós 5i uot ("per me non efficit 
Christus” late Vg. and many Vg. mss.) The 
Vulgate word-order lacks explicit Greek ms. 
support, and the same applies to the present 
tense of efficit in the late Vulgate. See Annot. 
This passage is inserted in the 1527 edition of 
the Loca Obscura. Lefévre recast this part of 
the sentence to read praeter ea quae perfecit 
Christus per me. 


18 verbo Aóyc (“in verbo" late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate use of a preposition has minimal 
support from Greek mss. Erasmus' correction 
agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre. 


18 facto tpyw ("factis" Vg.). The Vulgate plural 
lacks Greek ms. support. Manetti and Lefévre 
both had opere, as used by the Vulgate at 
Col. 3,17. 


19 per potentiam (twice) £v Suvduei (“in virtute" 
Vg; "in potentia" 1516). See on Rom. 1,4 for 


potentia, and on Rom. 1,17 for per. Lefévre had 
in potestate. 


19 ac xal (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 
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0£00, 
kai — KUKÀQ 


oTe pe amd ‘lepoucadny 
péxpi Tol "IAAupi- 
KoU  TemAnpokévai TO evayyEeAl- 
ov ToU Xpiotoir foros 6E 
ptAoTtipoupevov  eUayyeAlZeo0ot, ovy 
órou óvouácen Xpiotés, iva ph 
ëmt? — &AAÓTplov GeuéAIov oikoðo- 
do" "^&àAAà Kabes yéypatrTai, 
Oils otk àvnyyéin mepi aÙùToŬ, 
SwovTa, Kal of oùk &knKdaol, 
ouvijcoual. | 

Nó kal 
TOÀÀAÀ — TOU 
Bvyuvi è 
tiv TONS 
TOo0Ííav — BE 
Teds — Üpós 


ÉvekorrTÓóumv TA 
EA8eiv — Trpós — Üp&s. 
Mnkéri  TÓTOV — ÉXOw 
KAÍpaci:  TovTos, mi- 
exwov Tou éAeiv 
àmò  TOAÀAQv § ETav, 


20 porro 4° B-E: om. A* | 
desyderium A B 


19 dei 0co0 ("sancti" Vg). The Vulgate was 
based on a Greek text having &yíou, as in codd. 
A D* F G and a few later mss. In cod. B, the 
word is omitted. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other 
mss., commencing with 386 N De", It seems 
probable that the substitution of &yíou in a 
few mss. was influenced by the immediately 
preceding word, trvevportos, and also by the 
occurrence of èv 8uvápei Trveuuacros éyiou in 
vs. 13. In Annot., besides considering patristic 
evidence, Erasmus suggests that GeoU is better 
suited to the context, in view of the reference 
to miracles earlier in the verse. The same 
change was made by Lefévre. 


19 vt dote (“ita vt” Vg). See on Rom. 7,6. 


19 et in circumiacentibus regionibus Kai KUKAN 
(“per circuitum" Vg.). Erasmus similarly replaces 
in circuitu by vndique circumiacentes at Mc. 6,6 
(1519), and puts circumiacentes for proximas 
at Mc. 6,36. However, he retains circumitu at 
six passages in the Apocalypse, for kúk 
and kuxAó6ev. At the present passage, the use 
of circumiaceo tends to limit the meaning to 


22 praepeditus B-E: impeditus 4 
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dei, vt ab Hierusalem et in circum- 
iacentibus regionibus vsque ad Illyri- 
cum impleuerim euangelium Chris- 
ti: Pita porro annitens praedicare 
euangelium, non vbi nominatus 
erat Christus, vt ne super alienum 
fundamentum  aedificarem, 21 sed 
quemadmodum scriptum est: Qui- 


bus non est annunciatum de eo, 
vide|bunt, et qui non audierant, 
intelligent. 


2 Quapropter et praepeditus sum 
saepe, quominus venirem ad vos. 
%Nunc vero quum non amplius 
habeam locum in regionibus his, 
desiderium autem habeam veni- 
endi ad vos multis iam annis, 


| 23 desiderium C-E: 


those places which were nearer to Jerusalem, 
whereas the mention of "IAÀupikoU. makes it 
possible that kÜkAco was intended in a more 
general sense here, to mean "travelling around". 
Other additions of regio occur in rendering 
Tpav at Mt. 4,25 (1519); Mc. 10,1, and in 
rendering other Greek expressions at Lc. 1,65 
(1519); 17,24; Act. 13,14 (1519); 2 Cor. 10,16. 
See Annot. The Vulgate left kai untranslated. 
Lefévre’s version had et circumcirca. 


19 impleuerim  memAnpookévoi (“repleuerim” 
Vg.). Erasmus regarded impleo as more appro- 
priate to the context, which required the sense 
of “fulfil” or “complete”: see Annot., and see 
also on vs. 13. 


20 ita... vt ne otros ... iva pý ("Sic .. ne” 
Vg.). Erasmus does not often replace sic with 
ita. Exceptions occur at Act. 20,11; Rom. 5,18; 
Hebr. 5,5; 6,15; 9,28; Iac. 2,12. For vt ne, see 
on Rom. 11,25. 


20 porro 6€ (“autem” Vg.; omitted in 1516 Lat. 
text). See on Joh. 8,16. From Annot., it appears 
that the omission of this word in the 1516 
Latin rendering was unintentional, and porro 
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was restored in the 1516 errata. Valla Annot. 
suggested tamen, and Lefèvre certe. 


20 annitens praedicare euangelium pidoTipoups- 
vov evayyeAiZeo8an (“praedicaui euangelium 
hoc" late Vg). The earlier Vulgate had foc 
praedicaui euangelium. In either case, the Vul- 
gate rendering lacks Greek ms. support: see 
Annot. The use of annitens was borrowed from 


Valla Annot. The version of Manetti put honora- 
tor euangelii, and Lefèvre ambitiosus euangelizasse 
(text) and pro bonore ducens euangelizasse (Comm.). 
Lefevre's use of the perfect infinitive was based 
on a different Greek text, having evoyyeAi- 
oacba, found in a few later mss. 


20 nominatus erat ó»vou&oOn ("nominatus est” 
Vg.) Erasmus felt that the pluperfect tense 
produced a more suitable sequence of tenses, 
in view of the following imperfect subjunctive, 
aedificarem. Lefèvre put nominatus fuit. 


21 quemadmodum «ods (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. 


21 Quibus Ols (“Quoniam quibus" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate addition lacks Greek ms. 
support. Lefévre made the same correction as 
Erasmus. 


21 audierant éunxdaor ("audierunt de eo" late 
Vg.). Erasmus’ use of the pluperfect here seems 
less appropriate, since the following verb is in 
the future tense, intelligent, The late Vulgate 
addition of de eo is unsupported by Greek mss.: 
see Annot. In omitting these two words, Erasmus 
agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre. Manetti further substituted 
audierint for audierunt. 


22 Quapropter Aid ("Propter quod" Vg.). See on 
Act. 10,29, and Annot. The rendering of Manetti 
was Idcirco. 


22 praepeditus sum tvexotrtopny (“impedie- 
bar” Vg; "impeditus sum” 1516). Erasmus 
wanted to convey the sense of “interrupted” or 
“prevented” rather than merely “hindered” or 
“slowed down”: see Annot. The passage is also 
discussed in Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., LB IX, 
1013 A-B. In classical usage, the meanings of 
the two Latin verbs were similar, though prae- 
pedio was less frequent. Erasmus uses praepedio 
elsewhere only at Rom. 1,13 (1519), for kwAve. 
In rendering tyxémtw at 1 Thess. 2,18, he 
replaces impedio by obsisto, but retains impedio 
at Gal. 5,7. The Vulgate use of the imperfect 
tense is more literal. The rendering impeditus 
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sum in 1516 may have been prompted by 
Lefévre, who had exactly this wording. 


22 saepe TX Tork (“plurimum” Vg.). The 
Vulgate use of a superlative was inaccurate. 
Erasmus takes the Greek phrase as equivalent 
to TOAAd«Kis, which occurs in a similar context 
at Rom. 1,13. In 38^ B D F G, TroAAdxis is 
substituted at the present passage. Lefévre put 


multis. 


22 quominus venirem TOU EAGeiv ("venire" Vg.). 
For Erasmus' idiomatic use of quominus, see on 
Act. 8,36. Lefèvre proposed ne ... venirem. 


22 vos Spas (“vos, et prohibitus sum vsque 
adhuc" late Vg). The late Vulgate addition 
seems to have been interpolated from Rom. 
1,13, and has little Greek ms. support. Erasmus' 
correction is in agreement with the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


23 quum non amplius habeam locum wnxéti Tó- 
Trov éxoov ("vlterius locum non habens" Vg.). 
Erasmus wishes to alleviate the inelegant se- 
quence of Latin present participles. The Vul- 
gate use of vlterius, in combination with locum, 
was capable of being misunderstood to mean 
"further away", and was therefore replaced with 
a more common expression for “no longer": 
see Annot. In Manetti, this was translated as non 
amplius locum babens, and in Lefèvre, locum non 
amplius ... babens. 


23 regionibus bis tois KAipac: Tourois ("his 
regionibus" Vg.). The word-order of Erasmus’ 
rendering is more literal. Manetti made the 
same change. 


23 desiderium... habeam èminmoðiav ... Exwv 
("cupiditatem ... habens" Vg). Erasmus no 
doubt felt that cupiditas, which was elsewhere 
more often used to refer to sinful desire, 
was unsuitable for this context. See on Rom. 
13,14. His substitution of habeam followed on 
from his earlier change of construction, using 
quum. In Lefévre, this was rendered as desyderio 
afficior. 


23 multis iam dnd ToAAGv ("ex multis iam 
praecedentibus" late Vg. and most Vg. mss., 
with Vg"*; "ex multis iam" cod. Sangermanen- 
sis, with Vg*). For the removal of ex, see on 
Act. 9,33; 24,10. The Vulgate addition of prae- 
cedentibus was superfluous, and unsupported by 
Greek mss.: see Annot. In Manetti and Lefèvre 
Comm., this was rendered a muitis, while Lefévre’s 
continuous text had a pluribus. 
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Ads t&v tropevopor els Thy Erma- 
viav, &Ae)couoi mpds Upds. éeAtri- 
Go yap BSierropevdpevos edoaocða 
Ouàs, Kal úp Updv Tporsugpe- 
var èk, àv Wpdv mpdtov dómó 
Mépous à&pmAno9ó. Bvyuvi BB mo- 
pevonot els "lepoucoA riu,  S1ako- 
vàv tois yio.  ?éeóBókncav yàp 
MaxeBovía Kai Ayata, Korveoviav 


24 up A-C: ep DE 


24 iter instituero B-E: fuero profectus A | 
Hierusalem A 


24 quandocunque cg t&v ("cum" Vg). The 
word quandocunque was similarly substituted at 
Mc. 14,7; Col. 3,4, to render órav. At Mc. 9,18, 
Erasmus also used it to replace obicumque, for 
ÓTrou äv. In Annot., he offered the alternative 
rendering, vt si, which had been adopted by 
Valla Annot. and Manetti. He further stated 
that some mss. had Éos for cs, though such 
a variant appears to occur in hardly any mss. 
other than 38'6. It might have been expected 
that he should mention, instead, that some 
mss. have &v for é&v, as he used dv as the text 
in 1516 Annot, and both &v and áv were 
expressly cited in Lefévre Comm. The rendering 
suggested by Lefévre Comm. was quando or 
quandocunque. 


24 iter instituero in Hispaniam Tropebopai els 
Tijv Zraviev (“in Hispaniam proficisci coepe- 
ro” Vg., "fuero profectus in Hispaniam" 1516). 
Erasmus’ word-order is more literal. His sub- 
stitution of iter instituo is partly for the sake of 
stylistic variety, in view of the use of proficiscor 
in the following verse. The Vulgate addition of 
coepero was redundant. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus 
cited the verb as elomropevwpat, without sup- 
port from any of his Basle mss. In a discussion 
of the spelling of Ztraviav in Apolog. resp. lac. 
Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, pp. 176-80, 11. 208-294 
(especially ll. 223-224), Erasmus challenged Stu- 
nica to produce a single ms. in which this name 
was spelled differently, i.e. as "lorravíav. If he 
had consulted his own mss. on this point, he 
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"quandocunque iter instituero in 
Hispaniam, veniam ad vos. Spero 
enim fore, vt istac iter faciens, vi- 
deam vos, et a vobis producar illuc, 
si tamen vestra consuetudine prius ex 
parte fuero expletus.  5Nunc autem 
proficiscor Hierosolymam, ministrans 
sanctis. Visum est enim Macedo- 
niae et Achaiae, communicationem 


tamen B-E: om. A | 25 Hierosolymam B-E: 


would have found this spelling (or iomavíav) 
in both codd. 2105 and 2816. Valla Annot. 
and Lefévre rendered as proficiscar in Hispani- 
am, while Manetti similarly put in bispaniam 
proficiscar. 

24 veniam ad vos tAeUcopan mrpós Op&s (Vg. 
omits). The Vulgate omission is supported by 
twenty-four mss., commencing with 38^ N * A 
B C D FG. The text of Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, as 
well as N ©" and about 550 later mss. (see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 1, pp. 416-20). In 
1535 Annot., Erasmus ventures his opinion that 
the words might have been a later addition, 
and he also favours omission of the following 
yap. C£. also Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 
1013 B. An alternative explanation of the va- 
riant could be that the phrase was omitted by 
an ancient scribe through the error of parablep- 
sis (or homoeoarcton), jumping from the first 
two letters of &AeUcopot to the first two letters 
of the following tAmriZw. The restoration of 
these words was also proposed by Valla Annot., 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


24 enim yap (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
has little Greek ms. support other than codd. 
F G, and appears to represent a secondary 
textual development, designed to overcome the 
problem of how to connect the clause ods ... 
Zmavíav with the surrounding text. See the 
previous note. The word enim was likewise re- 


instated by Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 
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24 fore vt .. videam 0€&cac9oi ("quod ... 
videam" Vg.). See on Act. 14,9 for this construc- 
tion. In Annot., Erasmus also suggests futurum 
vt... videam. The use of fore vt was advocated 
by Valla Annot. In Manetti and Lefèvre, the 
Greek infinitive is simply rendered as videre. 


24 istac iter faciens Siamopevdpevos (“praeter- 
iens” Vg.). Erasmus does not use istac (“by 
that route”) elsewhere in the N.T., but cf. on 
istuc at 2 Cor. 7,11. The adoption of iter facio 
was consistent with the Vulgate rendering of 
Siamopevopar at Le. 13,22. In Annot. on the 
present passage, Erasmus also suggests per- 
transiens; cf. the Vulgate use of pertranseo at 
Act. 16,4. However, at Lc. 18,36, he retains 
praetereo. Valla Annot. proposed transiens, and 
Lefèvre pertranseundo. 


24 úg. The spelling &p' in 1527-35 was probably 
a misprint. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus used àf’, 
which occurs in cod. 2816, along with D F G 
and a few later mss. (cf. &ró in 38/6 B). In 
1519-35 Annot. the spelling is Ug’, as in codd. 
1, 2105, 2815, 2817, together with X A C and 
most later mss. 


24 producar mpomeug8fjvci ("deducar" Vg.). 
At the eight other N.T. instances of this Greek 
verb, Erasmus retained deduco at six passages: 
Act. 15,3; 20,38; 21,5; 1 Cor. 16,6; 2 Cor. 1,16; 
3 Iob. 6. At 1 Cor. 16,11 he substituted prosequor 
for deduco, but at Tit. 3,13 he used deduco to 
replace praemitto. See on Act. 17,15 for Erasmus’ 
removal of deduco in rendering xaðiotnu. See 
also Annot. The versions of Ambrosiaster (1492) 
and Manetti had premitti (= praemitti), and the 
use of this verb was also considered acceptable 
by Lefévre Comm., meeting with criticism from 
Erasmus in 1535 Annot. The continuous text 
of Lefèvre had comitari. 


24 tamen (omitted in 1516 = Vg.). This word 
is not explicitly supported by the Greek text. 
However, tamen appears in the Vulgate lemma 
of Valla Annot. 


24 vestra consuetudine Wu&v (“vobis” Vg.). This 
paraphrase may be compared with Erasmus' 
use of consuetudinem ago at Act. 1,21; 11,26 
(1519). The addition of consuetudo conveys the 
sense of enjoying a person's company, toning 
down an expression which might otherwise 
have appeared indelicate. 


24 prius tpdtov (“primum” Vg). Similar 
substitutions occur at thirteen other passages, 
e.g. at Mt. 7,5; 8,21; 17,10. Erasmus considered 
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the comparative adverb to be more correct 
when referring to the earlier of two events. 
Inconsistently he retains primum at Lc. 6,42. 


24 fuero. expletus tuAno@d ("fruitus fuero" 
Vg.). Erasmus is more literal here, resembling 
a suggestion of Valla Annot., which advocated 
impletus fuero. See Annot. As indicated above 
(on consuetudine), the Vulgate rendering, "I will 


have enjoyed you", was capable of being mis- 
understood. Lefévre tried satiatus fuero. 


25 autem € (“igitur” Vg.). There appears to be 
no Greek ms. support for the Vulgate rendering. 
Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre all recommen- 
ded the same change as Erasmus. 


25 proficiscor mopevopar (“proficiscar” Vg.). 
The future tense of the Vulgate is unsuppor- 
ted by Greek mss. See Annot., and Resp. ad collat. 
inv. geront., LB IX, 1013 B-C. The same correc- 
tion was proposed by Valla Annot., Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


25 Hierosolymam eis lepovoañńu (“in Hierusa- 
lem" Vg.; "Hierusalem" 1516). See on Act. 1,8; 
8,27, and Annot. The preposition in was omit- 
ted in the lemma of Valla Annot., and in the 
renderings of Manetti and Lefévre. 


25 ministrans Bvoxovov (“ministrare” Vg.). The 
Vulgate may reflect a Greek variant, Sioxovijoa, 
as in P“ D F G. In Annot., Erasmus specu- 
lates that the text underlying the Vulgate was 
&iakoveiv. See also Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
LB IX, 1013 B-C. The version of Manetti put 
ministraturus, and Lefévre vt ministrem. 


26 Visum est ... Macedoniae et Achaiae es5é6xn- 
cav ... MaxeSovia kai Ayata (“Probauerunt 
.. Macedonia et Achaia” Vg.). Erasmus simi- 
larly uses visum est to replace placuit in vs. 27, 
and also at 1 Cor. 1,21; Gal. 1,15-16 (1519); 
1 Thess. 3,1. At Gal. 1,15 (1516 only), he replaces 
placuit with visum fuit. At Hebr. 10,6, 8, he 
substitutes comprobasti for placuit and placita 
sunt. However, he is content to use probo for 
eùõokréw at 2 Cor. 5,8; Hebr. 10,38. In Annot., 
Erasmus follows Valla Annot. in complaining 
ofthe inconsistency of the Vulgate in translating 
the word by probo in vs. 26 but by placeo in 
vs. 27. Lefévre resolved the problem by putting 
placuit Macedoniae et Achaiae. 


26 communicationem kowoviav (“collationem” 
Vg.). In this context, kotivovía combines the 
sense of fellowship with practical support, for 
which no single Latin word can provide an 


LB 651 


172 


Tiv& Troijjoacbai eis Tos TTWXOÙS 
T&v &yicov tæv èv "lepovcoA jp. 77 eù- 
Sóknoav ydp, Kal dpeirdetar attdav 
cio. ei yap Tois trvevpaTiKois oO 
éxolveavncav Tà evn, ógsíAovo! koi 
iv Tois CapKIKOIs Aevroupyfijcat avTois. 
3 oUTo ot émiteAécos, Kal oppayi- 
oduevos attois tov Kaptrov ToÜUTov, 
&rreAeUcopad 61 Gydv eis Thy Zrravíav. 
2 ofSa 5E Sti Epydpevos Trpós Ops, èv 
TÀnpogaemi eüAoyías ToU evayyshiou 
ToU XpioToU £&AeU00 | pat. 
?TfapoxoAóc S& úuãs, &5eAqoi, Bià 
ToU Kupiou fipóv “Inoot’ XpicToO, 


27 Asrtoupynoa C-E: Autoupynoa A B 
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aliquam facere in pauperes sanctos, 
qui sunt Hierosolymis. "Nam ita 
visum est ipsis, et debitores illorum 
sunt. Etenim si spiritualia sua com- 
municauerunt gentibus, debent et hae 
in carnalibus ministrare illis. ? Hoc 
igitur vbi perfecero, et obsignauero 
illis fructum hunc, reuertar per vos 
in Hispaniam. ?Scio namque quod 
vbi venero ad vos, cum plenitudine 
benedi|ctionis euangelii Christi ven- 
turus sim. 

9 Obsecro autem vos fratres per 
dominum nostrum lesum Christum, 


26 Hierosolymis B-E: Hierusalem A | 27 ipsis B-E: illis | 29 cum B-E: in A 


adequate rendering. Erasmus prefers to use col- 
latio for Aoyia and evAoyia at 1 Cor. 16,12; 
2 Cor. 9,5-6 (all in 1519). His use of communicatio 
here is consistent with the Vulgate rendering 
of Koiveovia at several other passages. See 
Annot., where he also suggests communionem, 
which was the rendering proposed by Valla 
Annot. and Lefèvre. 


26 sanctos tv é&ylcv (“sanctorum” Vg.). As 
indicated in Annot., the literal rendering offered 
by the Vulgate could be misunderstood as im- 
plying that these impoverished persons were 
not themselves members of the Christian church 
at Jerusalem, but were merely looked after by 
the church. See also Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., 
LB IX, 1013 C-D. This change was already 
made by Lefèvre. 

26 Hierosolymis tv ‘lepovooAty (“in Hierusa- 
lem" Vg.; “Hierusalem” 1516). See on Act. 1,8. 
Lefèvre had Hierosolymae. 

27 Nam ita visum est ipsis eüGÓkncav yap 
("Placuit enim eis" Vg; "Nam ita visum est 
illis" 1516). For nam, see on Iob. 3,34, and for 
visum est, see on vs. 26, above. Erasmus adds tta, 
to clarify the connection with the previous sen- 
tence. By using :psis, he also makes plain that 
the subject of evSéxnoav remained the same 
as in vs. 26. Manetti had Placuit nanque eis. 


27 illorum sunt aùtæv ciow ("sunt eorum" 
Vg.). The Vulgate word-order corresponded with 
eiociv auTO, as in 39/6 N A B C D and a few 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, in company with 1, 2105, 2816, as well 
as F G and most other mss. The intention 
behind illorum, no doubt, was that it should 
refer more clearly to the saints of Jerusalem 
rather than those of Macedonia and Achaia, 
though some ambiguity still remains. Lefèvre 
made the same change. 


27 Etenim yáp (“nam” Vg.). See on Rom. 3,7. 


27 spiritualia sua communicauerunt gentibus vols 
Trveupatixois avTOv Éxoivovrnoav Tà &vm 
("spiritualium eorum participes facti sunt gen- 
tiles" Vg.). The Vulgate seems more correct in 
understanding Tå and &vr| as nominatives. 
Erasmus' treatment of these two words as being 
in the accusative case, taking them as the object 
of èkoivævnoav, is questionable, as the same 
Gentile believers appear to be the subject of the 
following verbs ópe(Aouci and Aerrovpyficon. 
Further, if his interpretation were correct, Tà 
€@vn should rather have been Tois £Oveciv, 
on analogy with the use of the dative after 
Koivovéo at Gal. 6,6; Phil. 4,15. Cf. Annot., and 
Resp. ad collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 1013 D-E. 
The use of communicauerunt was suggested by 
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Valla Annot., consistent with Vulgate usage at 
the other seven N.T. passages where koivcovéco 
occurs. Valla also advocated the substitution of 
gentes for gentiles: cf. on Iob. 7,35; 12,20. Ambro- 
siaster and Manetti had factae sunt gentes in 
place of facti sunt gentiles. Yn Lefèvre, this section 
was rendered spiritualibus illorum participauerunt 
gentes. 


27 et hae xai (“et” Vg... Erasmus’ addition 
was made necessary by his earlier unwarranted 
treatment of Tà ÉÓvr as an accusative: see the 
previous note. 

27 illis autois (“eis” Vg). The pronoun His, 
like ¿lorum in the previous sentence, is inten- 
ded to refer back to the saints at Jerusalem. 
Lefévre made the same change, whereas Manetti 
preferred ipsis. 


28 vbi perfecero tmiteAtoas (“cum consum- 
mauero" Vg.) See on Rom. 9,28 for perficio. 
The occasional substitution of vbi for cum 
in temporal clauses is mainly for stylistic vari- 
ety. Other examples can be seen at e.g. 1 Cor. 
13,10, 11; 16,3; 2 Cor. 3,16; 12,21. See also 
Annot. 


28 obsignauero oppayiodpevos (“assignauero” 
Vg.). See on Joh. 3,33. From Annot., it appears 
that Erasmus had in mind the technical use of 
obsigno by the Roman jurists to refer to the 
sealing of sums of money. 


28 illis aùtoïs (“eis” Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus 
suggests that this pronoun refers to the Greeks, 
and not to the impoverished Christians of 
Jerusalem. Lefèvre Comm. made the same change 
as Erasmus. One copy of Manetti’s rendering 
(Urb. Lat. 6) incorrectly had ei, singular. 


28 reuertar per vos &meAevcopar Bv ÜÓpóv 
(“per vos proficiscar" late Vg.). The late Vulgate 
word-order lacks Greek ms. support. Erasmus 
does not elsewhere use reuertor for &répyopot, 
nor is it suitable here, as it could be taken 
as implying that Paul had previously visited 
Spain. The earlier Vulgate and Ambrosiaster 
had proficiscar per vos. 


29 namque 5€ (“autem” Vg). This change was 
no doubt based on Erasmus' view of the require- 
ments of the context. However, this alteration 
of the adversative sense of 66 was unnecessary. 
The passage may be interpreted as implying 
that the apostle's next visit to Rome was intended 
to be just the first stage of a longer journey 
towards Spain, but (86) that he foresaw that he 
would be the means of imparting great spiritual 
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blessing to those who gave him hospitality 
during that journey. 
29 quod... venturus sim &n1 ... EAeucopoa ("quo- 


niam ... veniam" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20. Manetti 
and Lefévre had quod ... veniam. 


29 vbi venero tpyóysvos (“veniens” Vg.). Eras- 
mus' use of the future perfect tense does not 
seem entirely logical (^when I shall have come, 
.» I will come"), as this Greek participle refers 
to the same visit as the following verb, éAcv- 
copa. Lefèvre tried cum veniam. 


29 cum plenitudine tv wAnpoOpoti (“in abun- 
dantia” Vg; “in plenitudine" 1516). See on 
Rom. 1,4 for cum. The substitution of plenitudo 
(“fullness”) is consistent with the Vulgate ren- 
dering of all other instances of mAńpwpa in 
the Epistles. The text of codd. D" F G has 
iy TrAnpogopia here. However, the word abun- 
dantia would have been more appropriate to 
Tepiooevpat: or trepioceia (see Mt. 12,34; 
Rom. 5,17). Cf. Annot. The use of in plenitudine 
was advocated by Valla Annot. and Lefèvre, as 
adopted in Erasmus' 1516 edition. Manetti had 
in abundantiam. 


29 euangelii toU euayyeNiou (Vg. omits). The 
Vulgate omission is supported by thirty-two 
mss, commencing with p“ N* AB C D 
F G. The text of Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816, with N°" 
and about 560 later mss. (see Aland Die Pau- 
linischen Briefe vol. 1, pp. 420-3). See Annot. 
The omission of ToU evayyeAlou in some 
mss. (which also omit tod before XpicroU) 
raises the question of whether the words were 
a later explanatory addition, or whether certain 
scribes accidentally passed over this phrase, or 
deliberately excised it, mistakenly imagining it 
to be superfluous. Another possible instance of 
an incorrect scribal deletion of ToU evaryyeAiou 
occurs at Eph. 6,19, where these same words 
are omitted by codd. B F G. From a stylistic 
point of view, in the present verse, the tripar- 
tite genitive expression (rrÀnpouari eüAoyías 
TOU eUayyeAiou ToU XpioToU) is consistent 
with Pauline usage e.g. at 2 Cor. 4,4 (pwtiopov 
ToU evayyeAiou Ts 56Ens ToU Xpic ToU) and 
Eph. 4,13 (uétpov Aias tol TÀAnpoxuerros 
ToU Xpiotov). Manetti and Lefèvre made the 
same correction as Erasmus. 


30 autem St (“ergo” late Vg.). The Vulgate 
rendering has little Greek ms. support. See 
Annot. The same change was made by Manetti 
and Lefévre. 
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Koi 81k tis é&yáTmms ToU trvevpatos, 
ouvayoviícac8ai uoi iv Trois mpoo- 
tuxais rip &uoU mpds Tóv Gedy, 
Miva BucOó émó Tv émegoUvrov 
tv Th 'louSaíq, Kal iva f| Siakovia 
pou f| els "lepoucaAu eùmpóoðek- 
Tos yévntai tois dyiois, iva èv 
xap £A8c  Tpós Uyds, Sic BeAń- 
patos Got, Kal Oocuvavamoucopgat 
Oyiv. 36 è òs Tfjg siprvns, 
peta TrávrOv Üpgóv. dur. 
1 2uvicrnut S& wiv — Doi, 

thy &&eAgiv  fjuóv, ovoav 
Sidkovev Tfjg exKAnoias ris èv 
Keyyxpsois,  7iva attiv mTpooóé£n- 
G0ce èv kupio, &€iws tæv &yiwv, 


31 eis 4° B-E: om. A* 
16,1 umv A-D: nuv E 


30 precationibus B-E: in orationibus Æ | 
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et per dilectionem spiritus, vt me 
laborantem adiuuetis, precationibus 
pro me ad deum,  ?!vt liberer 
ab incredulis in Iudaea, vtque mi- 
nisterium hoc meum, quod ex- 
hibebo Hierosolymis, acceptum sit 
sanctis, vt cum gaudio veniam 
ad vos, per voluntatem dei, vna- 


que vobiscum  refociller. 3 Deus 
autem pacis, sit cum omnibus 
vobis. Amen. 
1 Commendo autem vobis 
Phoeben, sororem nostram, 
quae est ministra ecclesiae Cen- 
chreensis, 2vt illam — suscipiatis 
in Christo, ita vt decet sanctos, 
31 vtque B-E: et vt A | hoc B-E: om. A | 


Hierosolymis B-E: in hierusalem 4 | 32 cum B-E: in A 


30 dilectionem ijs &yc&r ms (“charitatem” Vg.). 
See on Job. 13,35, and Annot. This substitution 
was also made by Lefévre. 


30 spiritus toG Trvevpartos ("sancti spiritus" 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate addition has little 
support from Greek mss. See Annot. The version 
of Lefévre made the same correction as Erasmus. 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti put spiritus sancti, as 
also found in some Vulgate mss. 


30 me laborantem. adiuuetis ouvaywvicacbal 
uoi (“adiuuetis me” Vg.). The literal sense of 
the Greek verb, of fighting alongside some- 
one who is engaged in a contest, is seen only 
dimly in the Vulgate rendering. Erasmus’ ad- 
dition of laborantem is comparable with his 
use of adinuantes decertantem for auvagA&o at 
Phil. 1,27 (1519). In 1516 Annot., he cited the 
verb as cuvayoíGea9o, contrary to his Basle 
mss. In Lefévre, this was rendered concertetis 
mecum. 


30 precationibus tv taxis teocevyais (“in orati- 
onibus vestris" late Vg.; “in orationibus" 1516). 
See on Act. 1,14, and Annot. The late Vulgate 
addition of vestris corresponds with the addition 
of óuàv in codd. D F G, though F G also omit 
the following úmèp éuot. Ambrosiaster and 
Lefévre had the same rendering as Erasmus' 
1516 edition. 


31 liberer puoð& ("liberet" Vg. 1527). The read- 
ing of the 1527 Vulgate column, following 
the Froben Vulgate of 1514, lacks Greek ms. 
support. Erasmus' rendering agreed with the 
earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre 
(both columns). 


31 incredulis t&v &mrei&oUvvoov ("infidelibus" 
Vg. A similar substitution occurs in ren- 
dering &motos at 1 Cor. 7,14-15 (1519), 22, 
23-4 (1519); 2 Cor. 4,4; 6,14. At eight further 
passages, infidelis is retained. A problem with 
infidelis is that, in classical literature, it tends 
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to mean “disloyal” or “treacherous” rather 
than “unbelieving”. 

31 in Iudaea tv ti “lovSaie (“qui sunt in 
Iudaea” Vg.). Erasmus is more literal here. 

31 vique Koi iva (“et” Vg; “et vt” 1516). The 
Vulgate reflects the omission of iva, as in 
P“ N * A B C D* FG and a few other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported 
by 1, 2105, 2816, with Ne Der and most 
other mss. In 1516 Annot. he cites the text 
inconsistently, once with and once without iva. 
In Valla Annot., et vt is incorrectly included in 
the Vulgate lemma. Lefèvre likewise had et vt, 
but Manetti just vt. 


31 ministerium boc meum 4 Biaxovia pou ("ob- 
sequii mei oblatio" Vg.; "ministerium meum" 
1516). This change is consistent with Vulgate 
usage elsewhere. A variant reading, 1) Bcopogo- 
pia pou, is offered by codd. B D* F G (con- 
trary to Po" N A C D" and most other 
mss.), but this does not account for obsequii. In 
Annot., Erasmus speculates that the text followed 
by the Vulgate had trpoopopd, which is ren- 
dered by oblatio at other passages. Valla Annot., 
however, considered that the Vulgate wording 
contained an interpretative addition to the text. 
The Vulgate further uses obsequium for Aatpeia 
(at Job. 16,2; Rom. 9,4; 12,1), and for Aertoupyia 
(at Phil. 2,17, 30). Erasmus added oc, to convey 
the sense of the Greek article: see Annot. The 
rendering proposed by Valla Annot., Manetti 
and Lefévre, was ministerium meum. 


31 quod exhibebo Hierosolymis, acceptum sit À els 
‘lepoucoAty etrtpdobextos yévnTa (accepta 
fiat in Hierusalem" late Vg.; "quod exhibebo 
in hierusalem, acceptum sit" 1516). The Vulgate 
word-order is unsupported by Greek mss., but 
may have followed a text which substituted év 
for eis, as in codd. B D* F G. Erasmus’ 1516 
Greek text followed cod. 2817 in omitting els, 
but this was corrected in the errata. The word 
eis is attested by codd. 1, 2815, 2816 and most 
other mss., commencing with 39* N A C De, 
In cod. 2105, 4 eis ‘lepoucaAny is omitted. See 
Annot. The use of quod exbibebo in Erasmus’ 
rendering is a legitimate expansion of f, a word 
which is omitted in only a few of the later mss. 
For Hierosolymis, see on Act. 1,8. In using fiat 
for yéviyroa, the Vulgate is more literal. Manetti 
put acceptum fiat in bierosolimam, and Lefèvre in 
Hierusalem bene acceptabile sit. 


32 cum gaudio veniam ad vos tv apă EAOw 
Trpós Uu&s (“veniam ad vos in gaudio" Vg.; “in 


15,30 - 16,2 
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gaudio veniam ad vos" 1516) The Vulgate 
word-order, again, lacks Greek ms. support. For 
cum, see on Rom. 1,4. Ambrosiaster likewise 
used cwm gaudio, but placed this after vos. 
Lefèvre had the same rendering as in Erasmus’ 
1516 edition. 


32 vnaque vobiscum refociller kai cuvavamau- 
copa Üyiv (“et refrigerer vobiscum" Vg.). See 
on Act. 1,22 for vna, and on loh. 1,39 for -que. 
Regarding refocillo, see on Act. 20,12. The use 
of this non-classical verb was recommended by 
Valla Annot. The problem with refrigero was that 
its usual meaning was, literally, “cool down”, 
and in classical literature it did not have the 
metaphorical sense of “refresh”. An alternative 
rendering offered by Valla was requiescam, adop- 
ted by both Manetti (vt requtescam vobiscum) 
and Lefèvre (et vobiscum requiescam). 


16,1 uv. The reading of cod. 2815 was 
Gud, as in P“ A F G and some other mss. 


1 ministra 5\dxovov (“in ministerio" Vg.). The 
mistranslation offered by the Vulgate may have 
been prompted by theological considerations 
regarding female ministry. See also Annot. The 
rendering used by Erasmus was the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. 


1 Cenchreensis tis iv Keyypsoig (“quae est 
Cenchris" Vg.). In cod. 2817 occurs the mis- 
spelling, kexpeois, a reading which Erasmus 
notes in Annot. At Act. 18,18 in 1516, his text 
adopted keypeois from cod. 2815, and he also 
had kexpeaiis and Cechreensis in the 1516 sub- 
scription to the present epistle. For his preference 
for the adjectival form of place-names, see on 
Tob. 1,45. Lefèvre put quae est in Cenchraeis. 


2 illam oxrrüv ("eam" Vg.). By the use of illam, 
Erasmus possibly wished to make it clearer that 
the pronoun refers to Phoebe rather than the 
church at Cenchreae. 


2 Christo xkupi ("domino" Vg). Erasmus’ 
change of translation is not warranted by his 
Greek text. In vs. 11, where a similar change 
occurred in his 1516 edition, it was corrected 
in 1519. Cf. Gal. 2,19, where he substituted 
Christo for deo in 1516-22, but restored deo in 
1527. At 1 Cor. 2,12, he incorrectly had Christo 
for deo in all five folio editions. 


2 ita vt decet sanctos &&icog T&v å&yiwv ("digne 
sanctis" Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus further sugges- 
ted vt dignum est sanctis, and made a similar 
change at Eph. 4,1; Phil. 1,27, objecting to the 
combination of adverb and noun. However, he 
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Kal TapaoTijre aUTij èv d äv óuóv 


xenon  "péáyuarr Kai yàp aŭt 
Tpootatis  ToAAGv éyevtOn, xoi 
auto  EyoU. 


3AoTrácac8e lIpíokav koi AKvAav, 
TOUS GuvepyoUs pou èv Xpiot® "In- 
coU, ‘oitives ÜUmip tis wuyfis uou 
Tov éaurOv TpdynAov Uréenkav: ol; 
oùk tyo  uóvos etyapioTé, AAG 
Koi Té&oa al éxKkAnoial tæv iOvów, 
5koi thy Kat’ olkov aùt®v 
KAnoiav. é&oTácac0s “Etraivetév tov 
à&yamnTóv pou, os otv &mapxh 
Tis Ayotas iv Xpiot®. %dotrdoa- 
ofe Mapióu, itis ToAA& éxoTriacev 
els fjuds.  7dotrdoa0be Avb5póvikov 


2 
EK- 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


et adsitis ei, in quocunque vobis 
eguerit negocio: nam haec quum 


multis adfuit, tum mihi etiam 
ipsi. 

3Salutate Priscam et Aquilam, 
adiutores meos in Christo lesu, 
^qui pro anima mea suam ipso- 
rum  ceruicem supposuerunt: qui- 
bus non ego solus gratias ago, 
sed et omnes ecclesiae gentium, 


*item. quae in domo illorum est 
congregationem. — Salutate — Epaene- 
tum dilectum meum, qui est primi- 


tiae Achaiae in Christo.  $Salutate 
Mariam, quae multum  laborauit 
erga nos. ”Salutate Andronicum 


16,2 haec quum B-E: et haecA | tum B-E:etA | etiam B-E: om. A 


retains digne with domino and deo at Col. 1,10; 
1 Thess. 2,12; 3 Iob. 6. Lefèvre had pro dignitate 
sanctorum. 
2 adsitis rapac Tire ("adsistatis" Vg.). For the 
more general sense of giving help or support, 
Erasmus' choice of adsum was more in accord- 
ance with classical idiom, though there is some 
overlap of meaning between the two verbs. He 
makes a similar change in rendering tpootérmis, 
later in this verse. 
2 vobis eguerit negocio uv xpr)in mp&yua- 
ti (“negocio vestri indiguerit” Vg.). Erasmus 
follows the Greek word-order more literally. 
His change of verb is consistent with Vulgate 
usage at 2 Cor. 3,1. At Mt. 6,32, he replaces 
indigeo by opus habeo, but retains indigeo at 
Le. 12,30. He further substitutes egeo for indi- 
geo in rendering Aeitrw at Jac. 2,15. Lefèvre 
rendered this clause by quacunque in re vobis 
indiguerit. 
2 nam baec quum ... tum mibi etiam ipsi «o yàp 
od ... koi aÙToŬ époU ("etenim ipsa quoque 
. et mihi ipsi" Vg. "nam et haec ... et mihi 
ipsi" 1516). For the use of nam et in 1516, see 
on Rom. 3,7. The omission of et after nam in 
1519 was less precise: cf. the substitution of 
nam for nam et at 2 Cor. 5,2. More often 
Erasmus retains etenim for kai yap. The Vulgate 
use of ipsa represented a different accentuation, 


aUTf] rather than oftn. Other places where 
Erasmus introduces the construction quum ... 
tum are at 1 Cor. 7,34; Gal. 6,10 (both in 1519): 
cf. on tum ... tum at Iob. 11,48. Manetti had 
Etenim ipsa ... et mibi ipsi, and Lefèvre nam et 
ipsa ... etiam micbi ipsi. 

2 multis adfuit tpootatis TrOAAGy ("assistit 
multis" Vg. 1527). The 1527 Vulgate column 
followed the Froben Vulgate of 1514. For ad- 
fuit, see on adsitis, above. This is the only N.T. 
passage where TrpooTérris occurs. By altering 
the word-order, Erasmus achieves a more sym- 
metrical pattern (quum multis .. tum mihi). 
Lefévre’s Vulgate column, Ambrosiaster (1492) 
and Manetti had astitit multis. Lefévre's rendering 
was multis astitit. 


3 Priscam Tipiokav. Erasmus here follows his 
cod. 2817, supported by cod. 2105 and most 
other Greek mss., as well as the Vulgate. In 
codd. 1 and 2815 and some other late mss., it 
is TTpfoxiAAav, which could have arisen by 
harmonisation with Acts ch. 18. In cod. 2816, 
it is MpioxuAAav. Cf. Annot. 


4 suam ipsorum ceruicem Tov ÈAUTÕV TpPÉXNAOV 
(“suas ceruices” Vg.). Erasmus is more literal in 
using the singular, ceruicem. See Annot. In 
rendering another instance of tov TpóynAov 
at Act. 15,10, he retained the plural ceruices from 
the late Vulgate. As elsewhere, he renders the 
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Greek reflexive pronoun more emphatically. 
Manetti preferred colla sua, and Lefévre ceruices 
suas, 

4 ego solus tye) uóvos ("solum ego” late Vg.). 
Erasmus is more accurate here. The same change 
was made by Lefévre, whereas Manetti put solus 
ego, as in the earlier Vulgate. 


4 omnes T&oo ("cunctae" Vg.). Erasmus per- 


haps sensed an ambiguity in cunctae ecdesiae, 
which could be misunderstood as a dative sin- 
gular, forming an incorrect indirect object for 
gratias ago. He also changed cunctis to omnes at 
vs. 26. 


5 item xod ("et" Vg.). Erasmus does not elsewhere 
use item in his translation, nor does it occur 
in the Vulgate N.T. By making this change, he 
indicates more clearly that the construction 
with Salutate, from vs. 3, is now resumed. 


5 quae in domo illorum est congregationem Tiv 
Kat’ ofkov attév &xAnoíav ("domesticam 
ecclesiam eorum" late Vg.). Erasmus is more 
literal in his use of domus. The term domesticus 
might be misunderstood as referring solely 
to the members of the family or household, 
whereas xa’ ofkov could also include, more 
widely, others who visited the house for the 
purpose of Christian worship. Erasmus simi- 
larly replaces domesticus at 1 Cor. 16,19, in 
conformity with Vulgate usage at Col. 4,15; 
Phm. 2. For congregatio, see on Act. 5,11. See 
also Annot., and Resp. ad collat. inv. geront., 
LB IX, 1013 F-1014 A. By using Worum, Eras- 
mus refers back more clearly to Prisc(ill)a and 
Aquila. Manetti and Lefévre put domesticam 
eorum ecclesiam, as in the earlier Vulgate. 


5 meum vou ("mihi" Vg). A similar substitution 
occurs in vs. 8 (1519), and at 1 Cor. 10,14. The 
Vulgate use of the dative has little Greek ms. 
support. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change as Erasmus. 

5 primitiae &mapxh (“primitiuus” Vg). This 
substitution is consistent with the Vulgate ren- 
dering of &rrapyr| at most other passages: see 
on Rom. 11,16. The word primitiuus is less 
common in classical Latin, and does not convey 
the required sense of "first fruits". See Annot. 
Possibly the Vulgate reflected a text having åm’ 
&pyfis, as in P“ D*. Valla Annot. and Lefèvre 
proposed the same change as Erasmus. 


5 Achaiae tis Ayattas (“ecclesiae Asiae" late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of ecclesiae lacks 
Greek ms. support. However, the Vulgate use 
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of Asiae reflects a Greek text having tis Acias, 
as found in twenty-six mss., commencing with 
P“ N A B C D* FG. The text of Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 
2105 and 2816, with D" and about 560 later 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 1, 
pp. 428-30). In cod. 1, it is ts Ayyaías. Eras- 
mus placed the reading Asiae among the Loca 
Manifeste Deprauata. However, in 1535 Annot., 
he argues in favour of Asiae (or rather Actas), 
on the grounds that some readers might have 
substituted Ayatas because they objected to 
the idea that Epaenetus could have been the 
first convert in the whole of Asia Minor; he 
further alleges that Achaiae represents a harmoni- 
sation with 1 Cor. 16,15. A problem with this 
theory is that, at the latter passage, the firstfruits 
of Achaia are said to be the “house of Stephanas” 
rather than Epaenetus, raising the question of 
whether any ancient editor would deliberately 
have produced this appearance of contradiction. 
From this point of view, Ayatas at Rom. 16,5 
might be said to have the merit of being a lectio 
difficilior rather than being a facile harmonisa- 
tion. This clause is also discussed in Resp. ad 
collat. iuv. geront., LB IX, 1013 E-F. Both Manetti 
and Lefèvre had Achaiae, omitting ecclesiae. 


5 in Christo tv Xpiot& (“in Christo Iesu" late 
Vg.). Erasmus here follows his cod. 2815, sup- 
ported by 2816, with D F G and only a few 
other mss. His codd. 1, 2105, 2817 had «ls 
XpicTóv, in company with most other mss., 
commencing with $* N A B C. The late 
Vulgate addition of Jesu lacks Greek ms. support. 
Erasmus’ rendering agrees with the earlier Vul- 
gate, Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


6 erga nos cis has (“in vobis" Vg.). The Vul- 
gate reflects a different Greek text, either év 
Wuiv as in codd. D F G, or els Guas (cf. Act. 
2,22), as in P“ N A B C* and more than 130 
later mss., including cod. 2105. Erasmus' Greek 
text follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported 
by 1 and 2816, with C* and about 450 later 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 1, 
pp. 431-3). In Annot., however, he seems to 
prefer the reading cis pads, and to attribute 
fiu&s to scribal error. There is further discus- 
sion of this point in Resp. ad collat. tuv. geront., 
LB IX, 1014 A-B. For erga, see on Act. 3,25. The 
substitution of erga nos was proposed by Valla 
Annot. and Lefévre. Another rendering recom- 
mended by Valla was iz nobis, which was also 
preferred by Manetti. 


LB 653 
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Kai 'louvíav, ToUs cuyyeveis pou koi 
cuvatxpoAcorrous pou, otrivés eiciv èti- 
cnc: év rois &TrocTÓAo!s, of Kal mpd 
éuoU yeyóvaciv tv Xpiot®.  *&omó- 
cac8s AptrAiav tov à&yanmntóv pou 
év kupic. *&orrécacOe OUpBavóv, Tov 
cuvepyóv fjuàv v Xpiorg, Kat ZTó- 
xuv tov åyamnTtóv you. ™domdoa- 
o€e ArreAM|v, TOv Bóxipov év Xpiotd. 
&oTrácao0e Tous èk TOv ApicToou- 
Aou. "dotrédcacbe "Hpobicva, tov 
ovyyevi; uou. &oTmácac0s tots èk 
TOv Napkíocou tous óvras èv kuplc. 
P &gTá&cac0e Tpúpawav Kal Tpuqó- 
cav, Tas komiwoasş èv KUpiw. doTrdé- 
cac8e TMepoiða thy àyannthv, tris 
TOMA éxotriacev èv Kupio.  Pàomá- 
cao8e ‘Potipov Tov &kAekróv év Kupico, 
Kal tiv umrépa aùroŭ | Kal god. 
V ágmácao0s AovyKpitov, DA£yovra, 


12 exomiacev D E: ekoomiacev A-C 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


et luniam, cognatos meos et con- 
captiuos meos, qui sunt insignes 
inter apostolos, qui etiam ante me 
fuerunt in Christo. *Salutate Am- 
pliam, dilectum meum in domino. 
?Salutate Vrbanum, adiutorem no- 
strum in Christo, et Stachyn di- 
lectum meum. 'Salutate Apellam, 
probatum in Christo. Salutate eos 
qui sunt ex Aristobuli familiaribus. 
"Salutate  Herodionem, cognatum 
meum. Salutate eos qui sunt ex 
Narcissi familiaribus, hos qui sunt 
in domino.  "Salutate Tryphaenam 
et Tryphosam, quae laborant in do- 
mino. Salutate Persidem dilectam, 
quae multum laborauit in domino. 
BSalutate Rufum, electum in domi- 
no, et matrem ilius ac mel|am. 
MSalutate Asyncritum,  Phlegontem, 


9 nostrum B-E: meum A | 10 Apellam B E: Apellem A, Appellam C D | 11 domino B-E: 


Christo A 


7 luniam "louviav ("Iuliam" Annot., lemma 
= late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate 
rendering, which corresponds with ‘lovAiav in 
P“ and four later mss. (see Aland Die Pauli- 
nischen Briefe vol. 1, pp. 433-5), may represent 
a harmonisation with vs. 15: see Annot. The 
1527 Vulgate column, and also the Froben 
Vulgate of 1514, had Junizm as in the earlier 
Vulgate, and this was the spelling advocated by 
Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. 


7 meos (1st) uou (Vg. omits) The Vulgate 
omission lacks Greek ms. support. The word 
meos was likewise restored by Lefèvre. 

7 insignes &rlonpo (“nobiles” Vg.). This substi- 
tution is consistent with the Vulgate rendering 
of the same word at Mt. 27,16. From Annot., 
it is seen that Erasmus wished to prevent the 
misunderstanding that the apostle was here 


referring to nobility of ancestry or birth. His 
wording here agrees with the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


7 inter apostolos tv rois &mooóAois (“in apo- 
stolis" Vg.). See on Job. 15,24. 


7 etiam xai (“et” Vg.). See on Iob. 6,36. Erasmus 
recognises the need for a more emphatic word, 
to underline the fact that these disciples em- 
braced the Christian faith earlier than Paul. 


7 Christo Xprot® ("Christo Iesu" Vg. 1527). 
The addition of /esu in the 1527 Vulgate column, 
and also in the Froben Vulgates of 1491 and 
1514, corresponds with the addition of 'Inooó 
in codd. D* F G and a few later mss. In 
omitting Jesu, Erasmus is in agreement with 
the earlier Vulgate, Manetti and Lefévre (both 
columns). 


LB 654 
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8 Ampliam AunMav (“Ampliatum” Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects a different Greek text, having 
AumAi&rov, as in PY N A B* CH FG 
and a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, 
as well as B®" D*?" and most other mss. See 
also Annot. The same change was made by 
Lefévre. 


8 dilectum Tov &yammróv (“dilectissimum” 
Vg.) As pointed out in Annot., the Vulgate 
superlative is a mistranslation. It appears to be 
unsupported by Greek mss., and produces a 
misleading distinction from dilectum in vss. 5 
and 9. Erasmus’ rendering was the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster (1492), Manetti and Lefévre. 


8 meum pou ("mihi" Vg.). The Vulgate use of 
the dative lacks Greek ms. support. Cf. on vs. 5. 
Manetti and Lefévre again made the same 
correction as Erasmus. 


9 nostrum tjui (“meum” 1516 Lat.). Erasmus’ 
1516 rendering was identical with that of Ambro- 
siaster (1492). The use of the singular would 
correspond with a Greek text having pov, 
which is not found in Erasmus' mss. at Basle 
but was offered to him by Lefévre Comm. This 
reading could have originated as a harmoni- 
sation with é&yorrntév pou in vss. 8-9, or with 
cuvepyós ov in vs. 21. 


9 Christo Xpiot® (“Christo Iesu" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate addition lacks support from 
Greek mss, though codd. C D F G and 
some other mss. substitute kupíc) for Xpicrós. 
Erasmus' correction produces agreement with 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


10 Apellam Anearñv (“Apellem” 1516 
=1519-35 Annot, lemma, and some Vg. 
mss; "Appellam" 1522-7; "Appellem" or 
"Appellen" late Vg.). A more exact transliter- 
ation was Apellen, as used by some Vulgate 
mss., Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. Manetti put 
Apellem. 

10 probatum dv Bóxipov ("probum" Vg.). The 
Vulgate word probus meant "of good character", 
whereas the required sense was "approved" or 
"esteemed". The substitution of probatus is 
consistent with the Vulgate rendering of 5óxwpos 
at most other passages. 

10 Aristobuli familiaribus t&v Api roBoUAov 
(“Aristobuli domo" late Vg.). The point of this 
change is that the Greek genitive could also 
relate to Aristobulus’ friends or family, and not 
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merely his immediate household: see Annot. 
A similar alteration occurs in the next verse. 
11 Narcissi familiaribus té&v Napxioacou (“Nar- 
cissi domo" late Vg.). See the previous note. 
Manetti had just Narcisst, as in the earlier 
Vulgate, while Lefèvre put familia Narcissi. 


11 hos qui tous (“qui” Vg.). Erasmus’ addition 
makes clear that the relative pronoun refers to 
the earlier eos rather than the immediately pre- 
ceding familiaribus. The words qui sunt were 
replaced by Manetti with existentes, and by 
Lefévre with credentes. 


11 domino «upic (“Christo” 1516 Lat.). For 
Erasmus’ arbitrary substitution of Christo in 
1516, with minimal support from Greek mss., 
see on vs. 2. 


12 Persidem TiepoiSa ("Persidam" Vg.). Cf. the 
substitution of Phlegontem for Pbhlegontam in 
vs. 14. Erasmus’ spelling of the Latin name was 
the same as that adopted by Ambrosiaster 
(1492), Manetti and Lefèvre. 

12 dilectam tiv à&yannthv (“charissimam” 
Vg.). See on Act. 15,25. The Vulgate superlative 
was less accurate. Manetti and Lefèvre made the 
same change. 


12 tkotriacev. The spelling txewtriacev in 
1516-22 probably arose from a misprint, 
being inconsistent with Erasmus’ retention of 
KoTriaoas earlier in the verse, and éxo1riacev 
in vs. 6. 


13 trv. The article was omitted in cod. 2815, 
contrary to the evidence of most other mss. 
13 ilius oxyroO ("eius" Vg.). This substitution 
makes it clearer that the pronoun refers back 
to Rufum, rather than to domino. Manetti put 
suam. 


13 ac xai ("et" Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


14 Asyncritum Aovy«pitov (“Asincretum” late 
Vg. = Vg. 1527; “Asineretum” 1516-27 Annot., 
lemma; "Asyncretum" 1535 Annot., lemma). 
Erasmus' rendering restores the spelling of 
earlier Vulgate mss. See Annot. The spelling 
Asineretum is included in the 1519-22 editions 
of the Loca Manifeste Deprauata. Lefèvre made 
the same change as Erasmus, while Manetti had 
Ansicretum. 


14 Phlegontem Ddtyovta (“Phlegontam” or 
“Plegontam” late Vg.). Cf. the substitution of 
Persidem for Persidam in vs. 12, and see also 
Annot. This change was again identical with the 
spelling of Lefèvre. Manetti put phlegontiam. 


180 


'Epu&v, Marpóßav, 'Epufjv, kai tots 
cuv attois &Seàpoús. —"&omácaoóe 
QiAóAoyov Kai "louMav, Nnpéa xoi 
thy d&deApiv atrrot, kai 'OXuyum&v, 
Kal Tos cUv attois Trávras éytous. 
’domdoaote aAAtAous iv pipari 
&yic. å&omáčovtrai Op&g oi éxxAnotor 
ToU XpicToU. 

"TlapaxorAd 8t pas, &SeApoi, 
OkoTtiv ToUs Tas BSiyootacias Kai 
TH oKdvbara, mapà thy Sidayihv fiv 
Oueis épáOeTe, Troiotvtas, Kal éKKAi- 
vate àm’ avtdv. Boi yàp TotoUTo!, 
TH Kupio "Incot Xpiotd ot SouAe- 
ouciv, GAAG ti EauTdv korig Kai 
Sia Tis yenotoAoyias Kai evAoyias 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Hermam, Patrobam, Mercurium, et 
qui cum his sunt fratres.  Saluta- 
te Philologum et Iuliam, Nereum 
et sororem eius, et Olympam, et 
qui cum his sunt, omnes sanctos. 
%*Salutate vos inuicem cum  oscu- 
lo sancto. Salutant vos ecclesiae 
Christi. 

V Obsecro autem vos fratres, vt 
consideretis eos qui dissidia et of- 
fendicula contra doctrinam quam 
vos didicistis, gignunt et decline- 
tis ab ilis. Nam qui eiusmodi 
sunt, domino lesu Christo non 
seruiunt, sed suo ventri: et per 
blandiloquentiam et assentationem 


15 vnpex B-E: vipex A | 18 SovAevovoiv B-E: 6ouAevociv A 


14 Hermam C-E: Ermam A, Herman B | 


16 cum B-E: in A | 


17 consideretis C-E: con- 


syderetis A B | offendicula B-E; offensas.4 | 18 et assentationem B-E: ac benedicentiam A 


14 Hermam 'Epy&v ("Ermam" 1516; "Herman" 
1519). The spelling Hermam in 1522-35 cor- 
responded with the 1527 Vulgate column. See 
Annot. The spelling used by Lefévre was the 
same as in Erasmus' 1519 edition. Manetti put 
bermem. 


14 Mercurium ‘Eppñv ("Hermen" late Vg.). By 
giving the accepted mythological Latin equi- 
valent of the Greek name, Erasmus hoped to 
prevent confusion between Hermes and Hermas. 
Cf. Annot. This expedient produced consistency 
with the Vulgate rendering of 'Eputjv at Act. 
14,12. Manetti put hermam, as in the earlier 
Vulgate. 

14 bis atrtois (“eis” Vg.). Erasmus’ change of 
pronoun was less literal. A similar alteration 
occurs in the following verse. Lefèvre Comm. 
had ipsis. 

15 Nereum Nnp£a. The spelling vipéa in 1516 
was derived from cod. 2815, with support 
from cod. 2105. Most mss. have vnpéa, as in 
codd. 1, 2816, 2817. 

15 Olympam ’Oduptrav (“Olympiadem” Vg.). 
The Vulgate spelling has little Greek ms. sup- 
port other than ’OAiptreiSa in cod. F and 


"OXuurréi&a in cod. G, which were probably in- 
fluenced by the Latin version. In Annot., Erasmus 
objects that Olympiades is a female name, and 
that this was inconsistent with the accompanying 
use of ov otrtd. This argument was under- 
mined by the fact that, in his Greek text, he 
had ow awtois rather than oùv até (see the 
next note). Lefèvre likewise put Olympam. 

15 qui cum bis sunt, omnes tous ovv avtois 
Trávras ("omnes qui cum eis sunt" Vg.). Eras- 
mus is more literal as to the word-order. Despite 
the apparent substitution of aùt& for avTois 
in Annot., adtois was attested by all his Basle 
mss. The version of Lefèvre placed omnes after 
sanctos. 


16 vos inuicem &ANi|Aous (“inuicem” Vg.). See 
on Job. 4,33. This change was also made by 
Lefèvre. 


16 cum èv (“in” 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,4. 
Erasmus similarly has cum osculo at 1 Thess. 5,26 
(1519). 

16 ecclesiae ai éxxAnoion (“omnes ecclesiae" 
Vg.). The Vulgate follows a Greek text adding 
T&coi after ExxAnoia, as in P* N A B C 
and about seventy later mss. A few others add 
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waco after XpicroU, or put ai &«Anoioi 
&tracau. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 1, 2105, 2816 and about 500 
other late mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 1, pp. 435-9). One explanation sometimes 
given of this textual variation is that some 
scribes omitted rr&oo because they supposed 
that Paul could not have been in a position to 
know whether all the churches wished him to 
transmit their greetings in this way (cf. Erasmus' 
reference to the views of Origen, in Aznot.). 
Another theoretical cause of the shorter text is 
an error of homoeoteleuton, passing from -au 
at the end of éxxAnaiot to -aı at the end of 
Tr&coa. Alternatively, if tão was not originally 
in the text, it could have been inserted through 
the influence of mosai al &kAnoíon in vs. 4, 
above. A comparable harmonistic insertion of 
Tr&cati after ad &kArjoíat occurs in cod. C and 
a few later mss. at 1 Cor. 16,19. At the present 
passage, the word omnes was omitted by Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 


17 Obsecro TlapokaAco (“Rogo” Vg.). Erasmus 
renders more emphatically, in the sense of 
"beseech" rather than just "ask". A similar 
substitution occurs at Mt. 8,5; 14,36; 18,32; 
Me. 8,22; Phil. 4,2 (1519); 1 Thess. 4,10; 5,14; 
Hebr. 13,22, in conformity with Vulgate usage 
at Rom. 12,1; 15,30 and other passages of the 
Epistles. However, Erasmus also quite often 
retains rogo for this Greek verb. Lefévre made 
the same change at the present passage. 


17 consideretis axorreiv ("obseruetis" Vg.). Eras- 
mus makes a similar change at Phil. 3,17, con- 
sistent with the Vulgate rendering of oxotréw 
at Gal. 6,1. He reserves obseruo for translating 
Tnp&o and its compounds, Tapatnpéw and 
cuvTnpéo. Lefèvre tried animaduertatis. 


17 dissidia tas Biyootacias ( "dissensiones" 
Vg.). At Gal. 5,20, Erasmus replaces dissensio by 
seditio in rendering the same Greek word. At 
1 Cor. 3,3, he prefers factio. He keeps dissensio 
for oxíopa and otdors. Lefèvre put dinisiones 
here. 


17 offendicula xà oxávõaña (“offensas” 1516). 
Since the Greek word refers to the cause rather 
than the act of stumbling, the substitution of 
offensas in 1516 was less appropriate. Erasmus 
reverted in 1519 to the Vulgate rendering. 
Manetti and Lefèvre both put scandala. 


17 contra map (“praeter” Vg). See on 
Rom. 1,26. 
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17 gignunt Toiotvtas (“faciunt” Vg.). See on 
Act. 15,3. 


17 declinetis &«Avorre. ("declinate" Vg.). The 
Vulgate use of the imperative is more accurate. 
By using the subjunctive, Erasmus makes it 
appear that this verb is linked with the earlier 
Obsecro ... vt. He may have been influenced by 
Lefévre, who made the same change here. 


18 Nam qui eiusmodi sunt oci yàp Tolo Toi 
(“Huiuscemodi enim" late Vg. and some Vg. 
mss.). For nam, see on Iob. 3,34. More often 
Erasmus retains buiusmodi or talis for ToioŬ- 
tos. Substitutions of huiuscemodi also occur 
in the Froben 1514 Vulgate and the 1527 
Vulgate column at 2 Cor. 12,2, 3, 5; Gal. 5,23; 
6,1. The addition of qui .. sunt was for the 
sake of clarity: a similar expansion occurs at 
Phil. 2,29, in accordance with Vulgate usage at 
Tit. 3,11. Manetti put Tales enim, and Lefèvre 
nam tales. 


18 domino lesu Christo t& Kupi “Inoot: Xpi- 
ot (“Christo domino nostro” Vg.). The Vul- 
gate seems to be based on a text having to 
Xupío fjuóv XpicTÓ, as in PÉN AB C 
and some later mss. (this being the word-order 
of Lefévre, who had domino nostro Christo), or 
TH kupi XpicTÓ fjuóv, as in cod. D, or just 
Kupiw Xpioó fj, as in codd. F G. The text 
followed by Erasmus is that of cod. 2817, 
supported by many other late mss, though 
codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816 and most others 
have TG kupioo hudv 'IngoU Xpiotd. Manetti 
accordingly had domino nostro Iesu Christo. 


18 éxutdv. The spelling of cod. 2817 was 
aùrtæ&v, whereas codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816 all 
had &avrów, as in most other mss. 


18 blandiloguentiam fis pro oAoyías ("dulces 
sermones" Vg.). Erasmus looks for a suitably 
pejorative expression to refer to fine-sounding 
speech that concealed an evil motive. At the 
same time he wanted to reproduce the singular 
form of the Greek word. Conveniently to hand, 
he would have found blandiloquentia in Lefèvre 
Comm. In Annot., Erasmus also commended 
the similar blandiloquium, which had been adop- 
ted in Lefévre’s version. However, blandiloquentia 
was exceedingly rare in classical usage, and 
blandiloquium does not occur at all in classical 
Latin authors. Valla Annot. suggested dulcem 
sermonem. 


18 et assentationem Kai eùAoyias (“et benedic- 
tiones" Vg; “ac benedicentiam” 1516). Again, 


182 


&&oTmraTóO ci Tas KapSias tav éKd- 
Kcv. Pf yàp Updv UtraxKor els mráv- 
tas &píkero. xalpw otv TO èp Üyiv. 
BéAw 8€ Uyas cogouUs utv elvan eis TO 
àyaðóv, dxepaious 5& els TO kKokóv. 
? 6 Sè Oeds Tis elprjvns ouvtpiye Tov 
catavav urd Tous Tóbas Udy, v 
tayer. f| yxópig ToU Kupiou fudy 
"IncoU Xpiotot ped’ Gpddv. 
7AondZovtar was Tidbeos ó 
cuvepyós uou, Koi Aovxios kal 'I&ocov 
Koi 2woitatpos, of cuyytvéis pou. 


19 agikero 4° B-E; aqikeroo A* 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


decipiunt corda simplicium. 1 Nam 
vestra obedientia ad omnes permana- 
uit. Gaudeo igitur sane de vobis. 
Sed volo vos sapientes quidem esse 
ad bonum, synceros autem ad 
malum.  ?Deus autem pacis con- 
teret satanam sub pedes vestros, 
breui. Gratia domini nostri lesu 
Christi sit vobiscum. 

"2'Salutant vos Timotheus co- 
operarius meus, et Lucius et 
Iason et Sosipater, cognati mei. 


19 Nam vestra B-E: Vestra enim 4 | 20 vobiscum B-E: cum omnibus vobis 4 


in 1519, Erasmus finds an appropriately pe- 
jorative expression for this context, conveying 
the sense of flattery or feigned compliance. 
His choice of benedicentia in 1516, however, 
was not used by classical authors. See also 
Annot. At other passages, where evAoyias oc- 
curs in a good sense, Erasmus usually retains 
benedictio. The rendering of Lefévre had et 
benedictionem, following a suggestion of Valla 
Annot. 


18 decipiunt anordoi (“seducunt” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 7,11. Lefèvre put fallunt. 

18 simplicium tÕv éxéKwv (“innocentium” 
Vg.) In Annot., Erasmus objects to the use 
of innocens, meaning “without fault" or “not 
guilty", whereas the Greek word in the present 
context referred to those who were lacking in 
guile or who did not suspect deceitful behaviour 
in other people. In a different context, at Hebr. 
7,26, where &xakos referred to Christ, the use 
of innocens was more appropriate and was duly 
retained in Erasmus' translation. His adoption 
of simplicium at the present passage was probably 
influenced by Lefévre, whose version used exactly 
the same word. 


19 Nam vestra Å yàp bud ("Vestra enim" 
1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 3,34. From Annot., it 
would seem that Erasmus considered enim to 


be unsuitable when answering an imagined or 
unspoken question, though the word is some- 
times used in that way by classical authors. This 
alteration also helped to remove the undue em- 
phasis which the Vulgate word-order laid upon 
the possessive pronoun, vestra, rather than on 
the noun, obedientia. Lefévre’s solution was to 
put Obedientia enim vestra. 


19 ad omnes cis rr&vras (“in omni loco” late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate rendering could represent 
a partial harmonisation with 1 Thess. 1,8: èv 
mavti Tote Á míoTis Udy ... EeAnAuOev 
(cf. also 1 Cor. 1,2; 2 Cor. 2,14). Erasmus is 
more accurate here. Manetti and Lefévre both 
put iz omnes. 


19 permanauit &qixero (“diuulgata est” Vg.). 
The spelling épixeto in cod. 2817 lacks other 
ms. support, and &gíkxeroo in the 1516 Greek 
text (accented thus) is probably no more 
than a misprint. Most mss., and also the 1516 
errata, have &qixero. Erasmus’ rendering con- 
veys the idea of an item of news filtering 
through, perhaps secretly, to a distant recipi- 
ent. Elsewhere he uses diuulgo for several 
other Greek verbs, such as Sianio and 
SiaAaAéw (see on Act. 10,37). More literally, 
Lefévre made use of peruenit, while Manetti 
had processit. 
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19 sane de vobis 1o tq’ óyiv ("in vobis" Vg.). 
Erasmus introduces sane at eight other passages, 
in rendering a variety of Greek particles, such 
as yé, 1j, or uévroi. At the present passage, it 
is not explicitly warranted by the Greek text, 
but helps to emphasise the contrast between 
the apostle's rejoicing at the "obedience" which 
the Christians in Rome had already shown, 
and his further desire for their progress in 
spiritual discernment. The word sane does not 
occur anywhere in the Vulgate. On the use 
of sane, see Valla Elegantiae, Il, 27; Erasmus 
Paraphr. in Eleg. Laur. Vallae, ASD 1, 4, p. 314, 
Il. 940-942. Other examples of Erasmus’ use of 
gaudeo de for yaipw mi occur at 1 Cor. 13,6; 
16,17, but more often he has gaudeo super. 
Sometimes he uses gaudeo in for yalpw év. For 
other substitutions of de for iz, see on Rom. 
6,21. Lefévre replaced gaudeo ... in vobis by vobis 
congratulor. 


19 quidem pév (Vg. omits). The Vulgate may 
reflect a Greek text omitting pév, as in P“ B 
D F G and some other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
2816 and most other mss., commencing with 
N A C. The same change was made by 
Manetti. 


19 ad bonum .. ad malum ci; TO éxyotóv 

els tO Kaxóv (“in bono .. in malo" 
Vg.). Erasmus renders the Greek prepositions 
more accurately here. Lefévre made the same 
correction. 


19 synceros autem éxepaious 5€ (“et simplices" 
Vg.). Erasmus was not satisfied with Lefévre’s 
use of simplex for both dxaKos in vs. 18 and 
é&xépaios in vs. 19, and hence looked for a 
different word to preserve a distinction of 
meaning. His substitution of syncerus occurs 
again at Phil. 2,15, though he was content to 
retain simplex for éxépanios at Mt. 10,16. Erasmus” 
use of autem for 6€ was more accurate than the 
Vulgate, and was also proposed by Lefèvre, who 
had simplices autem, while Manetti put Simplices 
vero. 


20 conteret ouvtpiyer (“conterat” late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate use of the sub- 
Junctive corresponds with the variant ouvtpiyou 
in cod. A and a few later mss. Erasmus’ rendering 
agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. 


20 sub pedes vestros Utd Tous TóBag Opóv 
("sub pedibus vestris" Vg). Erasmus more 
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accurately reproduces the sense of the Greek 
accusative. See on Rom. 7,14. 


20 breui tv té&y& (“velociter” Vg.). The use of 
breui was well suited to contexts which required 
a word meaning "soon" rather than describing 
the speed of the action itself. See also on Act. 
25,4. 

20 sit vobiscum pe? Up (“vobiscum” Vg; 
*sit cum omnibus vobis" 1516). The addition 
of omnibus in 1516 was not justified by the 
Greek text, and looks like a harmonisation 
with vs. 24. Although the Greek wording lacks 
a main verb, the use of sit gives a legitimate 
interpretation of the sentence as a prayer rather 
than a factual statement. Similar additions 
linked with gratia occur in vs. 24, below, and 
also e.g. at 1 Cor. 16,23; Eph. 6,24; 1 Thess. 5,28; 
2 Thess. 3,18. Erasmus’ cod. 2815 added &uńv 
after Gudv, with support from about twenty 
other late mss. His text follows cod. 2817, 
together with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 1, 
pp. 439-41). 


21 Salutant Aowátovtoa (“Salutat” Vg.). The 
Vulgate singular reflects a Greek variant, &o1rá- 
Gerar, attested by P“ N A B C D* F G and 
some other mss., including 1, 2105. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 
cod. 2816, with D^" and most other mss. 
A similar textual divergence occurs at 1 Cor. 
16,19; Phm. 23 (cf. also 2 Tim. 4,21). Although 
there are passages where a plurality of subjects 
indisputably accompanies déoTrdZetar (Rom. 
16,23; Col. 4,10, 14), it is not necessary to 
suppose that this was the apostle’s invariable 
practice. 


21 cooperarius & ouvepyós (“adiutor” Vg.). A si- 
milar substitution occurs at 1 Cor. 3,9; Phil. 4,3; 
Col. 4,11. Erasmus retains adiutor at Rom. 16,3, 
9; 2 Cor. 1,24; 8,23; Phm. 24. At Phm. 1, he sub- 
stitutes collega, a word which he also uses to re- 
place cooperator at Phil. 2,25 (1519), and which 
he recommends as an alternative rendering in 
Annot. on the present passage. A problem with 
adiutor is that it tends to denote an assistant 
or helper who was of only secondary importance, 
whereas cuvepyós implied a greater equality of 
effort, as might be shown by two people working 
closely alongside one another. However, neither 
cooperator nor cooperarius occurs in classical 
usage. Manetti and Lefévre both preferred co- 
operator here. Valla Annot., commenting on 
1 Cor. 3,9, advocated the use of cooperarius. 
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ZàgTóLouo! was y% Téptios, 6 
ypáyas thy émiotoAty èv Kupio. 
S àoméčetai Ou&g Pdios ó Eévos you 
Kal ‘tis ékKAnoias SAns. å&oméğera 
Uuds “Epaotos ó olkovóuos TŇS Tó- 
Aews, Kal Kovaptos ó &SeApós. 4A 
xapis ToU Kuplou Adv “Inco Xpi- 
oToU, petrà Trávrov Üpóv. &uńv. 
STĚ St Suvapévo bpds orn- 
pí£o: Kare TO evayyéAidv pou, 
Kal TÒ Kipuypa “Inoot Xpictod, 
KaT& dtroxcéAuyiv puotnpiou, yed- 
vois alwviots ceorynuévou, % pave- 
pwhévtos è viv, Sic te ypapdyv 
TpogpnTikÓv, kart étitayty Tot 
aioviou P00, eis Utroxonhv triotecws, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


?Saluto vos ego Tertius, qui 
scripsi epistolam in domino.  ?Sa- 
lutat vos Gaius hospes meus et 
ecclesiae totius. Salutat vos Erastus 
quaestor aerarius ciuitatis, et Quar- 
tus frater. — "Gratia. domini no- 
stri lesu Christi, sit cum omnibus 
vobis. Amen. 

Ei autem qui potens est vos 
confirmare secundum euangelium 
meum, et praeconium lesu Christi, 
iuxta reuelationem mysterii, tempo- 
ribus aeternis taciti, % manifestati 
vero nunc, et per scripturas pro- 
pheticas iuxta delegationem aeter- 
ni dei in obedientiam fidei, 


22 teptios Æ B-E: tepevtios A* | 23 prius aomačetoi A C-E: aomacetra B | 24 vywvA-D: 


nuov E | 25 uuas B-E: nuas A 


22 Tertius Æ B-E: Terentius A* | 23 quaestor C-E: questor A B | 25 vos B-E: nos A | 


praeconium B-E: preconium 4 


22 Tertius Téptios (“Terentius” 1516 text). In 
Annot., Erasmus cites Terentius in the Vulgate 
lemma, but the 1527 Vulgate column and most 
other copies of the Vulgate have Tertius. The 
reading Tépevrios (sic), in the 1516 Greek text, 
was based on cod. 2817 (though the latter 
had the accent positioned more correctly, as 
tepévtios). In codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816 and 
virtually all other mss., it is Téprios. Erasmus 
accordingly corrected his text and translation 
to read téptios and Tertius in the 1516 errata. 
See Annot. Both Manetti and Lefèvre understood 
tertius merely as a numeral, rather than as a 
personal name. 

22 epistolam thy EmiotoAiy ("epistolam hanc" 
Vg. 1527). The late Vulgate addition is a legiti- 
mate expansion of the Greek article. In omitting 
banc, Erasmus agrees with the earlier Vulgate, 
Manetti and Lefévre (both columns). 


23 &omáteron (1st) The spelling domdce- 
tai, in 1519, was no more than a typesetting 
error. 

23 Gaius V&ios (“Caius” late Vg). Erasmus’ 
spelling is more exact, restoring the earlier 


Vulgate form of the name. Lefévre had Gaius 
in his Vulgate text as well as in his translation. 


23 ecclesiae totius Tis èkKAnoias SAns ("vniuersa 
ecclesia" late Vg. = Vg. 1527; "vniuersae ecclesiae" 
Annot., lemma = Vg. mss). The late Vulgate 
rendering, in the nominative singular, lacks 
Greek ms. support. The earlier Vulgate, as poin- 
ted out in Annot., is ambiguous, as it can be 
taken as either a nominative plural (“Gaius ... 
and all the churches"), or a genitive singular 
(“Gaius, the host ... of the whole church”). 
Erasmus removes this ambiguity by substitu- 
ting totius, which can only be understood as a 
genitive. For similar substitutions of totus for 
vniuersus elsewhere, see on Act. 5,34. The Vulgate 
word-order corresponds with the Greek variant 
SAns Tis éxKAngias, seen in codd. X A B 
C D and some later mss., with cod. 1 among 
them. Erasmus' text follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 2105, 2816 and most other 
late mss. Both Manetti and Lefèvre had totius 
ecclesiae. 


23 quaestor aerarius & olkovópos (“arcarius” 
Vg.). Erasmus substitutes an expression which 


EPISTOLA AD ROMANOS  16,22-26 
he believed to be more technically correct 
for a city treasurer (see Annot.). The Vulgate 
word, however, despite its rarity in literary 
usage, receives some support from inscriptional 
evidence. Manetti preferred paterfamilias, and 
Lefévre procurator. In Lefévre Comm., it was also 
suggested that the original Vulgate reading was 
aerartus. 


24 sit cum peté ("cum" late Vg.). As in vs. 20, 
Erasmus adds sit to provide a main verb for 
the sentence. The whole sentence, as noted in 
Annot., is omitted in the earlier Vulgate. The 
same omission is made by 3859 N A B C 
and thirteen other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, supported by codd. D (F G) 
and about 500 other mss., including 1, 2105, 
2816 (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 1, 
pp. 443-7). The evidence for the presence or 
absence of this verse, which repeats the substance 
of vs. 20, is closely linked with the textual 
problem concerning the correct location of 
vss. 25-7. In most mss., this sentence forms the 
conclusion of the epistle: see on Rom. 14,23. 


24 vobis Spdv. The substitution of hydv in 
the 1535 text, though having support from 
about fifty late mss. (cf. Aland, Joc. cit), seems 
to be a misprint as it conflicts with Erasmus" 
Latin translation and is not covered by any 
explanation in Annot. 


25-7 Ei autem ... Amen T& 8& ... &àyt)v. In 
Erasmus’ Greek mss., this section was placed 
after Rom. 14,23: see ad loc., and Annot. 


25 vos Úuãs (“nos” 1516). The adoption of nos 
and fipás in 1516 was not supported by Erasmus’ 
Basle mss, but it may be observed that this 
reading appears in cod. 69 and a few other late 
mss. 


25-6 secundum ... iuxta ... iuxta KATÒ ... KATE 
.. Kat’ ("iuxta .. secundum ... secundum" 
Vg.). A similar substitution of iuxta reuelationem 
occurs at Gal. 2,2, though Erasmus is content 
with secundum reuelationem at Eph. 3,3. By a 
similar inconsistency at Rom. 2,16, he replaced 
secundum euangelium with iuxta euangelium. His 
general tendency in the Epistles is to increase 
the incidence of iuxta, for the sake of vari- 
ety, avoiding the monotonous repetition of 
secundum. See further on Act. 13,23. At Rom. 
14,24-5, Ambrosiaster and Manetti used secun- 
dum three times in this passage. Lefévre followed 
the Vulgate on this point in the present chapter, 
but in Comm. on ch. 14 he put secundum ... 


per. per. 
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25 praeconium 1o khpuypa (“praedicationem” 
Vg.). A similar substitution occurs at 2 Tim. 
4,17. Elsewhere Erasmus retains praedicatio. The 
word praeconium ("proclamation") does not 
occur anywhere in the Vulgate N.T. 


25 temporibus ypdvois (“temporis” Vg. 1527). 
The spelling of the 1527 Vulgate was probably 
a printer's error. The Froben Vulgates of 1491 
and 1514 have temporibus. 


26 manifestati vero nunc qavepoo0tvros 5È viv 
(“quod nunc patefactum est” Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,17. In 1519, Erasmus preferred to use patefacio 
for yvopíGc later in the present verse. In 
omitting to provide a rendering for 56, the 
Vulgate is less accurate. Manetti put nunc autem 
.. manifestati, and Lefèvre Comm. had manifestati 
autem nunc (both at Rom. 14,25). 

26 et per &i& Te ("per" Vg.). The Vulgate omis- 
sion corresponds with the omission of te in 
cod. D and a few later mss. See Annot. In 
Lefévre Comm. at Rom. 14,25, per was replaced 
by iuxta. 

26 propheticas Tpopntik®v (“prophetarum” 
Vg.). This rendering was consistent with Vul- 
gate usage at 2 Petr. 1,19, and reproduced the 
adjectival form of the Greek word, but it intro- 
duces a Latin expression which was not used 
by classical authors. See also Annot. This change 
produced agreement with the wording of Am- 
brosiaster, and also of Manetti (at Rom. 14,25). 


26 iuxta xaT’ (secundum" Vg). See on vs. 25. 


26 delegationem tnitayiy ( praeceptum" Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at 774. 1,3, and 
also at 1 Tim. 1,1, where Erasmus puts delega- 
tio for imperium. He needed a word which 
conveyed the sense of divine appointment or 
decree, as this was not adequately expressed by 
praeceptum. However, in classical usage, delega- 
tio was used more technically, to refer to the 
assignment of a debt. In translating émitayt 
elsewhere, Erasmus changes imperium to prae- 
ceptum at 1 Cor. 7,6, and to praecipiendi studium 
at Tit. 2,15 (1519), while retaining praeceptum 
at 1 Cor. 7,25. Lefévre Comm. put imperium here 
(at Rom. 14,25), the same wording as that of 
Ambrosiaster. 


26 in obedientiam es UrraKory ("ad obedien- 
tiam" Vg. 1527; “ad obeditionem" Vg. mss.). 
The 1527 Vulgate column follows the Froben 
Vulgate of 1514. See on Rom. 1,5. Manetti (at 
Rom. 14,25) anticipated the change made by 
Erasmus. 
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elc Tr&vTa tà Éüvr yvoxpicOtvros, 77 uó- 
vœ copa bed, Sia Inooŭ XpioToO, & 
fj S6Ea eis TOUS aidvas. duty. | 


TTpós Tous 'Poopaíous. 


Eypágon ard Kopiv8ou Sik DoiBys fis 
Siakévou ris £v Keyxpeatis éxxAnotas. 


Subscriptio xeyypecis B-E: xeypecis A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


in omnes gentes patefacti, — ?'soli 
sapienti deo, per lesum Christum, 
cui gloria in secula. Amen. | 


Ad Romanos. 


Missa fuit a Corintho per Phoeben 
ministram Cenchreensis ecclesiae. 


26 gentes patefacti B-E: notificati 4 | 27 secula C-E: saecula A B 
Subscriptio Romanos A E: Rhomanos B-D | Missa A4-C D (ex) E: Mssa D (exc) | Phoeben B-E: 
Pheben A | Cenchreensis B-E (Cenchreefi. D): Cechreensis A 


26 in omnes gentes eig TravTa TH Evy (“in 
cunctis gentibus" Vg.; "in omnes" 1516 Lat.). 
See on vs. 4. In using the accusative, Erasmus 
is more accurate. The omission of gentes in 1516 
was probably another error by the typesetters. 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti had the same ren- 
dering as Erasmus’ 1519 edition, while Lefévre 
Comm. put im omnibus gentibus (ie. at Rom. 
14,25, in the case of Manetti and Lefévre). 


26 patefacti yvoopio8tvros ("cogniti" late Vg.; 
“notificati” 1516). See on manifestati above, and 
also on Rom. 1,17. The verb zotifico, which 
Erasmus adopted in 1516, was rarely used by 
classical authors. However, the replacement in 
1519, patefacio, did not entirely catch the nuance 
of the Greek verb. 


27 gloria fj 86a (“honor et gloria" late Vg.; 
"honor" Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate wording is 
unsupported by Greek mss. and looks like a 
harmonisation with 1 Tim. 1,17 (cf. on Rom. 
11,36). Erasmus’ choice of rendering agreed 
with that of Ambrosiaster and Manetti, while 
Lefévre Comm. had honor, gloria (in Manetti 
and Lefèvre, this was at Rom. 14,26). 


27 secula tous aidvas ("saecula saeculorum" 
Vg.). The Vulgate reflects the addition of t&v 


aldveov, as found in 33$! & A D and about 
twenty later mss. Erasmus follows his codd. 
2815 and 2817, in company with 1, 2105, 2816 
and about 570 other mss., commencing with 
P“ B C (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 1, pp. 449-51). For the textual question 
concerning the correct location of vss. 25-7, 
see again on Rom. 14,23. Manetti and Lefévre 
Comm. (at Rom. 14,26) made the same omis- 
sion of saeculorum. 

Subscriptio Missa fuit typéqn. As explained 
in Annot., Erasmus avoided a literal rendering 
of the Greek verb, because it appeared to con- 
tradict Rom. 16,22, which stated that Tertius, 
and not Phoebe, wrote the letter for Paul. 
Erasmus similarly used missa or missa fuit for 
èypágpn in the subscriptions to most of the 
other Pauline Epistles. Lefévre had scripta Corin- 
thi, missa per Phoeben ministram. 


Subscriptio Cenchreensis Keyypeais (“Cechre- 
ensis” 1516). The 1516 Latin spelling of this 
name corresponded with the omission of -y- 
in the accompanying Greek text, which was 
derived from cod. 2817. The same variation of 
spelling occurs at Act. 18,18 in cod. 2815 and 
in the 1516 Greek text, and also in cod. 2817 
at Rom. 16,1: see ad loc. 
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ITPOZ TOY 
KOPINOIOY2 
TTPQTH 


TlatiaAos KAntds &mócToAos “Inoot 

XpicToU, Sick GeAtjatos 9e00, koi 
Zoo8Évrs ó &eAds, ? TH ExKAnoia ToU 
Geo TH oon èv KopivOe, fyyracu£vois 
év Xplot® “Inco, KAntois &yíois, ouv 
Wao Tois érikaAouuévois TO Óvoua ToU 
kupiou Adv 'InooU XpicToO, £v mavti 
TOTO, AUTHY Te Kod fuv: ? yópis Upiv 
xai eiprjvr &rró Geo tratpds fiu, Kai 
kupiou 'IncoG XpicoU. 

4Etyapiotd 1H Ged pou mávrote 
mepi Udy, Eri Tfj yaprt ToU 9eoU Tij 


Sobeion üuiv &v XpicTO "Inoot, öt 


1,4 So8sion C-E: 6o00non A B 


EPISTOLA PAVLI 
AD CORINTHIOS 
PRIMA 


Paulus vocatus apostolus Iesu 

Christi, per voluntatem dei, et 
Sosthenes frater, ?ecclesiae dei quae 
est Corinthi, sanctificatis per Chris- 
tum lesum, vocatis sanctis, vna cum 
omnibus qui inuocant nomen do- 
mini nostr lesu Christi, in quouis 
loco vel suo vel nostro: ?gratia vobis 
et pax a deo patre nostro et domino 
Iesu Christo. 

^Gratias ago deo meo semper pro 
vobis, de gratia dei quae data est 
vobis per Christum lesum,  ?quod 


Inscriptio EPISTOLA PAVLI ... PRIMA B C E: EPISTOLA PAVLI APOSTOLI ... PRIMA A, 
ERASMI VERSIO D | 1,2 per Christum lesum B-E: in Christo lesu A | 4 per Christum 


Iesum B-E; in Christo lesu 4 


1,2 per Christum Iesum tv Xpiot® “inoot (“in 
Christo Iesu" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 

2 vna cum owv ("cum" Vg.). See on Act. 1,22. 
2 quouis mavti (“omni” Vg.). This potentially 
controversial change has the effect of moderating 
what might otherwise have been understood as 
an affirmation that the present epistle was 
applicable to the universal church. For Erasmus’ 
use of quiuis, see on Act. 10,35, and see also 
Annot. 


2 vel suo vel oxyró te Kal (“ipsorum et” Vg.). 
Erasmus regarded suo as being better Latin style 
here, following Valla Annot. See Annot., and for 
the use of vel ... vel, see also on Rom. 10,12. 
Manetti put eorum ... et, and Lefèvre suoque ac. 

4 de éwi (“in” Vg.). This change produces a 
more natural idiom than the literal rendering 


of the Vulgate. See on Rom. 6,21. Lefévre put 
ob gratiam for in gratia. 


4 Bobcion. The spelling Sodo in 1516-19 
possibly resulted from a misconceived attempt 
to correct the further misspelling, 50@/c«1, 
found in cod. 2815. In codd. 1, 2105, 2817 and 
most other mss., it is 5o0eíor. 


4 per Christum lesum iv Xpiot® “Inoot (“in 
Christo Iesu" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 


5 quod 511 ("quia" Vg.). In reading quia, the 
1527 Vulgate column agrees with the Froben 
editions of 1491 and 1514 and the Vulgate 
column of Lefévre, together with most Vul- 
gate mss., though some later printed editions 
of the Vulgate have quod. Erasmus seems to take 
Sti, not in a causal sense, but as introducing 
a more detailed description of the subject of 
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tv mavti étrAouticOnte ev atta, èv 
Travrl Aóyw Kal Tráor yvace, *Kabds 
TÒ papTüpiov TOU XpicToU éBePaiwbny 
èv Univ, 7doTe yas wh Uoteptiobar 
év undevi yapiouan, &rrekSeyouévous 
Thy dtroKcAuyiv ToU Kupiou fjuóv 
"Inoot Xpiotot, |. *8s Kal PePaiccer 
Üp&s Eos TÉAous, aveyKAT)TOUS èv TH 
fiuépa ToU Kupiou fjuóv “Inco Xpi- 
cTOU. %mortds ó O:óg, Ör oÙ E 
Onte eis kotvovíav ToU viol attot 
"noo XpicToU ToU Kupiou fino. 

’TlapaKxard Sè Upds, &5eAqoi, Sic 
ToU óvóparos ToU kupíou fav 'Im- 
coU XpicToU, iva tO avTd Aéynte 
T&vTes, kai pt) fj êv uiv oyiouata, 
Tire SE karnpricuévoi èv TH avTa 
voi Kal èv ti aUTíj yvoum. 


10 yvon A’ B-E: yvoca A* 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


in omnibus ditati estis per ipsum, 
in omni sermone et omni cognitio- 
ne: $quibus rebus testimonium lesu 
Christi confirmatum fuit in vobis, 
"adeo vt non destituamini in vllo 
dono, expectantes reuelationem do- 
mini nostri lesu Christi: — qui et 
confirmabit vos vsque ad finem, in- 
culpatos in die domini nostri lesu 
Christi. ?Fidelis deus, per quem vo- 
cati estis in consortium filii ipsius 
Iesu Christi domini nostri. 

V Obsecro autem vos fratres, per 
nomen domini nostri lesu Christi, 
vt idem loquamini omnes, et non 
sint inter vos dissidia, sed sitis 
integrum corpus, eadem mente et 
eadem sententia. 


5 per ipsum B-E: in illo A | 10 Obsecro B-E: Adhortor 4 | prius eadem B-E: in eadem A | 


alt. eadem B-E: in eadem 4 


Paul's rejoicing. For the frequent avoidance of 
quia, see on lob. 1,20. The same change was 
made by Manetti. 


5 omnibus mavti. In Annot., commenting that 
the Greek noun is singular in number, Erasmus 
gives quauis re as a possible alternative rendering. 
Lefèvre put re omni. 


5 ditati estis &rAov rione ("diuites facti estis" 
Vg.). See on Zoh. 1,15 for Erasmus’ avoidance 
of facio. A similar substitution, in rendering the 
related verb trAouTéw, occurs at 1 Cor. 4,8, and 
Erasmus further uses dito to replace Jocupleto in 
rendering trAoutiZc at 2 Cor. 6,10 and Thout 
at Ap. Iob. 3,17. At two instances of màouTéw, 
he replaces diues sum and diues fio by ditesco, at 
2 Cor. 8,9; 1 Tim. 6,9. However, he retains locu- 
pleto for trAouTIZ at 2 Cor. 9,11, and diuites 
facti sunt for vAovTéo at Ap. Iob. 18,3, 15, 19. 
In the Vulgate, the verb dito occurs at a number 
of O.T. passages, but nowhere in the N.T. The 
wording of Erasmus was the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 


5 per ipsum tv oxyTO (“in illo” 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,17 for per. By using ipsum rather 


than illum, Erasmus perhaps wished to make 
it clearer that this pronoun refers to Christ. 
Manetti and Lefèvre both put in eo. 


5 sermone hOyw (“verbo” Vg.). See on Job. 1,1. 
Lefévre made the same change. 

5 omni (2nd.) té&on (“in omni" Vg). The 
added preposition of the Vulgate is probably 
just a matter of translation, as the reading 
iv Torn appears in only a few late mss. 
Erasmus is more literal here. Lefèvre again 
made the same change. 

5 cognitione yvaoei (“scientia” Vg). See on 
Rom. 2,20. The same substitution was made by 
Lefévre. 


6 quibus rebus xa&cos ("sicut" Vg.). As indicated 
in Annot., Erasmus wishes to connect Kaos 
with the preceding Aédyw and yvoocei, rather 
than view it as introducing a fresh point of 
comparison. The Vulgate is more literal here. 
Lefévre Comm. suggested sic. 

6 Iesu Christi tod Xpiotot (“Christi” Vg.). 
Erasmus’ addition of Jesu is not justified by his 
printed Greek text or by any of his Basle mss. 
Cf. on Rom. 16,2. 
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6 confirmatum fuit tBeBonco8n ("confirmatum 
est" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 


7 adeo vt Mote (“ita vt” Vg.). See on Rom. 7,6, 
and Annot. The version of Lefèvre had just 
vt. 

7 non destituamini Spas ph Sotepeiobon (“nihil 
vobis desit” Vg.). Erasmus is somewhat more 
literal in his rendering of the Greek verb. See 
on Rom. 3,23, and Annot. In Lefèvre, this was 
translated vos non egeatis. 


7 vllo dono wndevi xyapicuom (“vila gratia” 
Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus distinguishes between 
X&pis and xópicuo, following Valla Annot. See 
on Rom. 1,11. Lefévre made the same change, 
while Manetti had vllo gratiae dono. 


7 expectantes &exGeyopévous ("expectantibus" 
Vg.). This substitution is determined by Eras- 
mus’ earlier use of destituamini. Lefèvre again 
made the same change. 


8 ad tws (“in” late Vg). Erasmus has a 
marked preference for osque ad, but some- 
times retains vsque in: see on Act. 1,2. His 
rendering agrees with the earlier Vulgate and 
Ambrosiaster (1492). 


8 inculpatos &veyxANiyrous (“sine crimine" Vg.). 
A similar change occurs at Tit. 1,6, 7. At 
Col. 1,22, Erasmus uses inculpatus to replace 
irreprebensibilis. In Annot., he comments on the 
need for a more emphatic word, not merely 
“guiltless”, but beyond any possibility of 
reproach. For his avoidance of size, see on 
Tob. 8,7. Lefévre tried innoxios. 


8 die ti pépa ("die aduentus" Vg.). The Vul- 
gate addition lacks Greek support, except that 
codd. D F G substitute ti tapoucia (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 169-71). 
The word aduentus was deleted by both Manetti 
and Lefévre, and the latter further changed die 
to diem. 


9 consortium kowoviav (“societatem” Vg.). Else- 
where Erasmus uses consortium for petoxh at 
2 Cor. 6,14, but retains societas for xowoovia 
at Gal. 2,9; 1 lob. 1,3, 6, 7, as well as sub- 
stituting societas for communicatio at 2 Cor. 
8,4. See on Rom. 15,26. In Annot., he also 
Proposes communionem, which was the render- 
ing offered by Lefévre, while Manetti's version 
had communitatem. 


9 ipsius atrtoU (“eius” Vg.). Erasmus prefers 
the reflexive pronoun, when referring back to 
the main subject. Manetti had sui. 
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10 Obsecro TapaxaAd ("Adhortor" 1516). See 
on Act, 15,32. A similar temporary change to 
adhortor in 1516 occurred at Rom. 12,1. In 
Annot, Erasmus also suggests ortor and ob 
testor. Manetti had Rogo. 


10 idem tò aùtó (“id ipsum" Vg). See on 
Rom. 15,5, and Annot. The same change was 
made by Lefèvre. 


10 loquamini déynte (“dicatis” Vg). See on 
lob. 8,27, and Annot. 


10 inter vos èv piv (“in vobis" Vg.). See on Job. 
15,24. The same alteration was made by Lefèvre. 


10 dissidia oxicuara (“schismata” Vg.). A simi- 
lar substitution occurs at 1 Cor. 12,25. The 
word schisma did not exist in classical Latin 
usage, and was merely a transliteration from 
the Greek spelling. In rendering the same 
Greek word at 1 Cor. 11,18, Erasmus uses 
dissidium to replace scissura. In Annot. on the 
present passage, he also suggested dissensiones, 
a rendering which had previously been adop- 
ted by Manetti. For Erasmus’ substitution of 
dissensio for schisma at Iob. 9,16, see ad loc. 


10 sed sitis Fe Sé ("sitis autem" Vg.). See on 
lob.1,26. 


10 integrum corpus xotnpticpévor "perfecti" 
Vg.). Erasmus' paraphrase of the meaning reflec- 
ted his opinion that the apostle would not have 
required of the Corinthian Christians, divided 
as they were by factions, that they should be 
instantly "perfect". This may be compared with 
his substitution of integri estote for perfecti estote 
in rendering kertapTieode at 2 Cor. 13,11, and 
integritas for consummatio in rendering Korráp- 
Ticis at 2 Cor. 13,9. At 1 Petr. 5,10, Erasmus 
also uses instauro for kataptiCe: cf. his substi- 
tution of instauratio for consummatio in rendering 
xarapricuós at Eph. 4,12. The reading é&mnp- 
tiopévoi, which he cited in Annot., was drawn 
from cod. 28170m, 

10 eadem (twice) tv TH aùt® ... tv TH aÙTÃ 
(“in eodem ... in eadem" Vg.; "in eadem ... in 
eadem" 1516). For the omission of iz, see on 
Iob. 1,26, and Annot. The version of Lefévre 
had the same wording as Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 


10 mente vot (“sensu” Vg). See on Rom. 1,28, 
and Annot. This change was also made by 
Lefévre, whereas Manetti put intellectu. 


10 sententia yvoun ("scientia" late Vg. and 
many Vg. mss., with Vg""). The 1516 Greek 
text had yvaoe from cod. 2815, with little 
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IPESnAmen | ydp poi mepi ouv, 
&SeApoi pou, umd Tóv XAdns, óm 
ÉpiBeg èv wpiv cio. — 7 A£yc BE ToŬ- 
To, St1 Ékacros Udy Atys, 'Eyo 
év eim TIlavAou, Eya Sè AmoXAo, 
'Eyo 8 Kno&, Eyo &: XpıoTtoŬ. 
PBuspépicrat ó Xpiotós; ur Maŭ- 
Aos écTaupo8n úmèp ÜOpóv; 1| tis 
To Svoua MovAou  éporrrícOnre; 
Metyapiote TĚ Oe Sti obBtva 
Uydv é&pémTica, ei uh Keiotrov koi 


Péiov, Siva uf tis sim Sti els 
TO pòv óÓvopa éBdrrtica.  %éBd- 
TTica è Kal Tóv Trepave olkov: 
Aorróv otk of8a ei tiva G&AAOv 
éParrtica, 


13 uuov B-E: nuov A 


11 vobis A B D E: voi C | 13 
15 in.4 C-E: sub B 


other ms. support. In Erasmus' Latin render- 
ing, however, the use of sententia corresponded 
more closely with yvcyn. He later noticed the 
discrepancy between his Greek and Latin texts, 
and corrected yv@oet to yvoyun (for yvon) 
in the 1516 errata. In 1516 Annot., he mentions 
the possibility that scientia could represent a 
textual alteration within the Latin tradition, 
and in 1527 Annot. he argued for this view 
more strongly, suggesting that this reading 
could have arisen by harmonisation with vs. 5. 
Accordingly he listed scientia among the Loca 
Manifeste Deprauata. His suspicions appear to 
be confirmed by the existence of some Vul- 
gate mss. which have sententia (now adopted 
by Vg“). In 1522 Annot., Erasmus cited the 
1518 Aldine Bible as an authority for the 
variant yvaoel, without acknowledging that 
this was also the reading of his own first 
edition, and apparently without realising that 
the same 1516 edition was the source from 
which the Aldine text was mainly drawn: cf. on 
Iob. 6,11; Rom. 5,19. Lefévre’s version already 
had sententia. 


prius Num B-E: om. A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


"Significatum est enim | mihi 
de vobis fratres mei, a familiaribus 
Chloae, quod contentiones sint inter 
vos. "Dico autem illud, quod vnus- 
quisque vestrum dicit: Ego quidem 
sum Pauli: ego vero Apollo: ego vero 
Cephae: ego vero Christ "Num 
diuisus est Christus? Num Paulus cru- 
cifixus est pro vobis? Aut in nomi- 
ne Pauli baptizati fuistis? "Gratias 
ago deo meo, quod neminem vestrum 
baptizauerim, nisi Crispum et Gaium: 
5 ne quis dicat quod in meo nomine 
baptizauerim.  !$Baptizaui autem et 
Stephanae familiam: praeterea haud 
scio, num quem alium baptizarim. 


| 14 meo D E: om. A-C | 


11 a familiaribus Chloae ST t&v XAóns (“ab 
his qui sunt C(h)loes Vg.). See on Rom. 16,10, 
and Annot. In his Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., 
ASD IX, 2, p. 180, Il. 296-301, Erasmus de- 
fends his expansion of the meaning against 
an objection of Stunica. 


11 quod .. sint inter vos ÖT ... Ev Upiv clot 
("quia ... sunt inter vos” late Vg.). See on od. 
1,20. Erasmus' rendering partly resembles that 
of Ambrosiaster (1492), quod ... inter vos sint. 
Manetti had quod ... sunt inter vos, and Lefèvre 
quod ... inter vos sunt. 


12 Dico autem illud Myc) Bt ToUro ("Hoc 
autem dico" Vg.). Erasmus is more literal as 
to the word-order. He substitutes il/ud, to make 
a closer connection with the following relative 
clause: see on Rom. 6,6. Lefévre put dico autem 
boc. 


12 vero (three times) 66 (“autem .. vero .. 
autem" Vg). Other examples of the repeti- 
tion of vero, to connect a list of contrasting 
statements, are to be seen at Mt. 16,14; 1 Cor. 
12,8-10; 15,39. More often Erasmus preferred 
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to vary the vocabulary: see on Joh. 1,26. Manetti 
had vero ... autem ... vero, and Lefèvre autem ... 
porro ... vero. 


13 Num diuisus est ueuépic von. ("Diuisus est" 
1516 = Vg.). The Vulgate is more literal. Eras- 
mus treats this passage as though it were in- 
troduced by p, like the question which followed 
(cf. 3B^5, which inserts yh here but changes the 
following un to ñ). Other instances where he 
inserted num, with no corresponding word in 
the Greek text, occur at Mt. 11,7, 8, 9; 18,21; 
1 Cor. 6,15; 11,13; Gal. 3,21. Manetti put An 
diuisus est. 


13 Num (2nd.) uh ("Nunquid" Vg). See on 
lob. 3,4. 


13 vobis Updsv. The reading fuv in 1516, 
conflicting with Erasmus' accompanying Latin 
translation, was drawn from cod. 2815, sup- 
ported by a few other late mss. 


13 baptizati fuistis EBocrrrioOnre ("baptizati estis" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 


14 deo meo 1& Beğ ("deo" 1516-22 = some Vg. 
mss.). Since, in Annot., Erasmus objects that the 
addition of meo (found in the late Vulgate, and 
in some Vulgate mss.) lacks Greek ms. support, 
it seems possible that the reintroduction of this 
word in 1527-35 was a mistake by the printer, 
under influence from the adjacent Vulgate 
column of the 1527 edition. The addition of 
pov is in fact exhibited by cod. A and a few 
later mss., but it probably arose from harmoni- 
sation with vs. 4. Manetti and Lefévre Comm. 
omitted meo. 


14 baptizauerim térmica: ("baptizaui" Vg.). 
Erasmus similarly introduces the subjunctive 
after gratias ago at Mt. 11,25; Lc. 18,11 (1519), 
but retains the indicative at Rom. 1,8; 1 Cor. 
1,4; 14,18; 1 Thess. 2,13. 


14 Gaium [éiov ("Caium" late Vg.). See on 
Rom. 16,23. The spelling Gaium was also used 
in both columns of Lefèvre. 


15 in eis ("sub" 1519). See on Job. 5,43. 


15 meo nomine tò tpóv dvopa ("nomine meo" 
Vg.). The word-order of Erasmus' rendering is 
more literal. Lefévre made the same change. 
Valla Annot. suggested nomen meum. 


15 baptizauerim tg&rrrica ("baptizati sitis" 
Vg. 1527 and some Vg. mss., with Vg*; "bapti- 
zati estis" Annot, lemma, and some Vg. 
mss, with Vg""). The 1527 Vulgate column 
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receives no support from the Froben Vulgates 
of 1491 and 1514, which both have bapti- 
zati estis. In 1527 Annot., Erasmus further re- 
ports another Vulgate variant, baptizaui. Most 
Vulgate copies reflect a different Greek text 
having éporrrícOnTe, as in P“ N A B C* 
and a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, 
with C*" D F G and most other mss. If 
iporrrícÓnre was the original text, the use 
of iBémrica at several other points in 
vss. 14 and 16 could have influenced scribes 
to substitute £gárrrica: here. If, on the other 
hand, iBárrrica: was genuine, the word Ba- 
TrÍcÓnTe might have been borrowed from 
vs.13, by an ancient scribe whose stylistic 
sensibilities were offended by the repetition 
of éAdmtica, which (in most mss) forms 
the last word of vs.15 and also the first 
word of vs. 16. The version of Manetti made 
the same change as Erasmus, while Lefévre 
put baptizaui. 

16 familiam olkov (“domum” Vg). A simi- 
lar substitution occurs in rendering olkos at 
1 Tim. 3,12; 2 Tim. 1,16; 4,19, and in render- 
ing oikia at Mc. 6,4; 1 Cor. 16,15; Phil. 4,22; 
2 Tim. 3,6. More often Erasmus retains domus 
(“house”) for both these Greek words, even in 
contexts where, with equal logic, he could have 
used familia ("household"). In using familia at 
the present passage, he imitated the rendering 
of Lefévre. 


16 praeterea Novrróv ("caeterum" Vg.). Erasmus 
felt that an adversative sense was not required 
here, and translates in accordance with the 
context. He tended to reserve caeterum for 56, 
as an alternative to autem: see on Act. 6,2. For 
Aoitrdv, see further on 1 Cor. 4,2. Lefèvre put 
deinceps. 


16 baud scio otn ola (“nescio” Vg.). See on 
Act. 24,18 for Erasmus’ use of baud. 


16 num ci (“si” Vg.). Erasmus probably wished 
to avoid the ambiguity of sí quem, which could 
have been misunderstood to mean "whoever" 
rather than “if anyone". Cf. also on Act. 1,6. 


16 alium &ddov (“alium vestrum" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate addition lacks Greek ms. 
support. See Annot. Erasmus’ correction is in 
agreement with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosi- 
aster, Manetti and Lefevre. 


16 baptizarim £pávrrico: (“baptizauerim” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,25. 
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UO) yàp é&réor&üAE pe Xpiotds 
BPomtiZev, GAA’ evaryyeAifeoba, oUk 
£v copia Adyou, iva ph KeveoOi] ó 
otaupos ToU XpicToU. 

8'O Adyos yàp ó ToU oTaupoŬ, 
Tois pév érmroAAuuévoi, pgopía tori, 
Toi; 86 cwlopevois uïv, SUvapus OsoU 
&oTi. 

P[ptyporrroi yóp, ATroA® Thv oo- 
giav TÀv copay, kai Tijv oUveciv TOv 
cuveróv abetiow. "ToU cogós; trot 
ypauuereUs; ToU ouČNTNTHS ToU aid- 
vos ToUTou; oUyi Euwpavev ó Beds Thy 
cogíav tot kócpou ToUrou; ?irmebi 
yap èv ti copia tot Geol, oùk Éyvo 
ó Koopos Sià Ts copias Tov Gedv, eù- 
Sdéxnoev ó Oeds, Sid Tfjg ucopíag ToU 
KNPÚYLATOŞ oóal TOUS TIC TEUOVTOS. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


"Non enim misit me Christus 
vt baptizarem, sed vt euangelizarem, 
non erudito sermone, ne inanis red- 
datur crux Christi. 

8 Nam sermo crucis, iis quidem 
qui pereunt, stultitia est: at nobis 
qui salutem consequimur, potentia 
dei est. 

PScriptum est enim: Perdam sapi- 
entiam sapientium, et intelligentiam 
intelligentium reiiciam. — ? Vbi sapi- 
ens? Vbi scriba? Vbi disputator seculi 
huius? Nonne infatuauit deus sapien- 
tiam mundi huius? ^% Nam post- 
quam in sapientia dei, non cogno- 
uit mundus per sapientiam deum, 
visum est deo, per stultitiam prae- 
dicationis saluos facere credentes. 


17 erudito sermone B-E: in eruditione sermonis A | 20 seculi C-E: saeculi A B 


17 vt baptizarem ... vt euangelizarem Boxrrvitew 
... evayyeAlZeoGar ("baptizare ... euangelizare" 
Vg.). Erasmus avoids the infinitive of purpose. 
Manetti anticipated these changes. 


17 erudito sermone tv ooqíq Aóyov (“in sapientia 
verbi" Vg.; "in eruditione sermonis" 1516). For 
the omission of in, see on Joh. 1,26, and for 
sermo, see on loh. 1,1. Erasmus makes use of 
eruditus so as to avoid giving the impression 
that the apostle was opposed to wise speech: 
see Annot. For his similar change of sapiens to 
eruditus at Rom. 1,14 (1519), see ad loc. The 
removal of sapientia is questionable, however, 
as it breaks the connection with several in- 
stances of copia in the following verses. In 
1516 Annot., Erasmus incorrectly inserts ToU 
before Aóyov, without support from his Basle 
mss. The version of Lefévre put in sapientia 
sermonis. 


17 ne iva ph (“vt non" Vg.). See on Job. 3,20. 
The word ne appears in the lemma of Valla 
Annot., and was also used by Lefèvre. 


17 inanis reddatur «evi, (“euacuetur” Vg.). 
This change makes clear the figurative sense 
of the Greek verb, "be made void or ineffec- 
tive" rather than literally "be emptied": see 
Annot., following Valla Annot. See also on 
Rom. 4,14. The suggested rendering of Valla 
was inanis fiat, while Lefévre preferred inanis 
reputetur. 


18 Nam sermo 'O Adyos yép ("Verbum enim” 
Vg). See on lob. 1,1 regarding sermo, and 
for nam, see on Iob. 3,34. Lefèvre put sermo 
enim. 


18 iis quidem qui pereunt vois èv &rroAAuyé- 
vois ("pereuntibus quidem" Vg.). By avoiding 
the present participle, Erasmus creates a neater 
symmetry between qui pereunt and qui ... con- 
sequimur, which follows. Lefèvre had is gui 


pereunt. 
18 at nobis qui salutem consequimur vois bi 


owlopévors tiv (“his autem qui salui fiunt, 
id est nobis" Vg.). Although Erasmus objects 
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in Annot. to the addition of id est, the Vulgate 
rendering is legitimate, in view of the post- 
ponement of jjuiv in the Greek word-order. 
For at, see on Job. 1,26. The substitution of 
salutem consequor is also found at Le. 13,23; 
1 Cor. 15,2; 1 Thess. 5,9 (all in 1519), following 
the example of the Vulgate at 2 Tim. 2,10. Both 
Manetti and Lefèvre put Nobis autem qui sal- 
namur, a rendering which Erasmus uses in 1516 
Annot. 


18 potentia dei Bvayis Geo (“dei virtus" late 
Vg.). See on Rom. 1,4, and Annot., regarding 
potentia. Erasmus’ word-order is closer to the 
Greek text. The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster 
and Manetti put virtus dei, while Lefévre had 
potestas dei. 


19 intelligentiam intelligentium v ovveciv TOV 
cuverGv ("prudentiam prudentium" Vg.). A 
similar substitution of intelligentia in render- 
ing ovveots occurs at Le. 2,47, and intelligentia 
further replaces intellectus at Mc. 12,33; Col. 2,2. 
At Eph. 3,4, prudentia is replaced by cognitio. 
Erasmus also uses careo intelligentia in rendering 
&cuveros at Mt. 15,16; Mc. 7,18, and expers 
intelligentiae at Rom. 1,31. However, he puts 
prudentia for intellectus in rendering ovveais at 
Col. 1,9, and retains prudens for the other 
three N.T. occurrences of ovverós (Mt. 11,25; 
Le. 10,21; Act. 13,7). At the present passage, 
Erasmus discerns that the Greek terms have 
more to do with intelligence and understand- 
ing than with prudence or foresight. See 
Annot. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus incorrectly 
omits t&v, which is present in all his Basle 
mss. Both Manetti and Lefévre had prudentum 
for prudentium. 


19 reiiciam à&ðerhow (“reprobabo” Vg.). For 
Erasmus’ use of reiicio elsewhere, see on Job. 
12,48; Act. 4,11. 


20 disputator ovtntnti}s (“inquisitor” late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss., with Vg™; "conquisitor" 
some Vg. mss., with Vg"). Erasmus preferred 
disputator because of the connection between 
oulntnts and oulnttw, elsewhere usually 
rendered by disputo: see Annot. However, he 
retains conguiro once for ouGntéw at Me. 
1,27. At the present passage, he follows a 
suggestion of Valla Annot. The word conquisi- 
tor, which occurs in some Vulgate mss., was 
also used by Ambrosiaster and Manetti, while 
Lefèvre had indagator, both terms meaning a 
"searcher", and hence unsuited to the present 
context. 
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20 seculi buius toU aldvos ToUTou (“huius 
saeculi" Vg.). Erasmus' rendering is closer to 
the Greek word-order. 


20 infatuauit tuopavev ("stultam fecit" Vg.). 
For Erasmus’ avoidance of facio, see on Job. 
1,15. In rendering pœopaivw at Mt. 5,13; Le. 
14,34, he also uses infatuo to replace exanesco. 
At Rom. 1,22, he retains stulti facti sunt for the 
same Greek verb. See Annot. In Lefévre’s version, 
this was inanem fecit. 


20 mundi buius ToO xócyou ToUTou ("huius 
mundi" Vg.). Again Erasmus' rendering more 
accurately reproduces the Greek word-order. 
Some mss, commencing with p% N* A 
B C* D*, omit tovrov. Erasmus’ text fol- 
lows codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 1 and 
2816, and also 39! No Cot Dor F G and 
most other mss. In cod. 2105*, ovyl 
ToUTou was omitted through homoeoteleu- 
ton; the missing words were subsequently 
restored in 210575 by Philip Montanus. It 
has been suggested that, in the later mss., 
the addition of rourou (after Kéopou) was 
a scribal error, influenced by the use of ToO 
aldvos roUTou earlier in the verse. Another 
potential source of harmonisation could have 
been 1 Cor. 3,19, where the phrase copia 
TOU Kkócpuou ToUTou occurs again. Alterna- 
tively, if towtou was originally in the text 
of the present passage, an early scribe might 
have deleted it because he disliked the re- 
petition of this word and considered that it 
was superfluous to the sense. For another 
alteration which could have been motivated 
by a desire to avoid repetition, see on vs. 15 
(&pé&rrrico). 


21 postquam tne (“quia” Vg.). In remo- 
ving the causal sense, the substitution. of 
postquam (“after”) appears less appropriate, 
and the same applies to the replacement of 
quoniam by postquam in rendering &meibr] at 
1 Cor. 15,21. Erasmus retains quoniam for 
imei at Mt. 21,46; Le. 11,6; Act. 13,46; 15,24. 
At the present passage, he may have been in- 
fluenced by Lefévre, who began the sentence 
with Postquam. 


21 sapientia dei TÑ copia tot Geot (“dei 
sapientia" Vg.) As in vs. 20, Erasmus’ Latin 
word-order is more literal, agreeing with that 
of Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


21 visum est &)6óknotv ("placuit" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 15,26. 
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Ztmeab5 xoi 'louS5oioi onpeïov ai- 
ToUci, koi “EAAnves cogíav QnroU- 
civ. fyeis 5 knpüccousv XpioTóv 
écTaupouévov, “louSalois piv oKdv- 
Sadov, "EAAnoi Sè po|píav aù- 
TOi; 8& rols KAnTois, 'louSaíoig te 
xai “EAAnoi, Xpiotòv 0:00 Súva- 
mv Kai 0:00 cogíav. 

5"Om TÒ  uopóv Tod 
copwtepoy TOV  ÓvOporrov 
Kai TO  &o0cvig ToU O00 
póTepov | TÀv — &vOpoxrtoov 

% BAémere yap Thy 
Uydv, ddeApoi, St: ov 
copol kar& odpKa, où 
Suvarrol, ou TTOAAGI 
TEAK Tà popà Tov 


0co0 
tori, 
ioyu- 
&c Tí. 
KAfciv 
Too) 
TOAAOÌ 
evryevets, 
KÓcpou 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


?Ouandoquidem et ludaei signum 
postulant, et Graeci sapientiam quae- 
runt — ?Nos autem praedicamus 
Christum crucifixum, Iudaeis quidem 
offen|diculum, Graecis vero stulti- 
tiam: — "sed iisdem vocatis, Iudaeis 
pariter et Graecis, Christum dei po- 
tentiam ac dei sapientiam. 

3 Quoniam stultitia dei sapi- 
entior est quam homines, et im- 
becillitas dei robustior est quam 
homines. 

% Videtis enim vocationem vestram, 
fratres, quod non multi sapientes se- 
cundum carnem, non multi potentes, 
non multi claro genere nati: "verum 
quae stulta erant secundum mundum, 


25 prius quam homines C-E: hominibus A B | alt. quam homines C-E: hominibus A B 


22 Quandoquidem Ereir) ("Quoniam" Vg.). A 
similar change occurs at 1 Cor. 14,16. See on 
vs. 21, above, and also on Act. 2,29. Lefévre 
tried Enimuero. 


22 signum onveiov (“signa” Vg.). The Vulgate 
plural reflects a Greek variant, onpeia, as in 
PÉN A B C D and some later mss., inclu- 
ding 21059", Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, along with 1, 2105*¥4, 2816 and 
most other late mss. If onueiov were only 
a later substitution, it could perhaps be ex- 
plained as a scribal reminiscence of passages 
such as Mt. 12,39 (yeve& Trovnp& kai poi- 
xoÀls onueiov &münrel). However, it is also 
possible that onueia arose by attraction to 
the surrounding plurals, “lovSaio1 and al- 
ToUci Lefèvre made the same change as 
Erasmus. 


22 postulant airoUci (“petunt” Vg). See on 
Act. 3,14. 


23 offendiculum ox&v5aAov ("scandalum" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 9,33. 


23 Graecis "EAAmci (“gentibus” Vg). It is 
uncertain whether the Vulgate here follows a 
different Greek text, having é@veoi(v) as in 
codd. N A B C* D* F G and some other 
mss., or whether it is a matter of translation, 
seeing that the Vulgate appears to render 
“EAAnv by gens at lob. 7,35; 1 Cor. 10,32. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, to- 
gether with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as C?" Deo 
and most later mss. See also on Joh. 7,35, and 
Annot. The use of "EAAnct in the later mss. 
has sometimes been attributed to harmonisa- 
tion with “EAAnves in vs. 22 and "EAAnci in 
vs. 24. However, although “EAAnv (“Greek”) 
and &vos (“gentile”) are often used as vir- 
tual synonyms in the N.T., the apostle had 
good reason for using "EAAmv repeatedly in 
this passage, as he was referring to mental 
attitudes that were especially characteristic of 
Greek philosophy, rather than of pagan culture 
in general. An early scribe who did not value 
this distinction might have sought to alleviate 
the repetition of “EAAnoat by replacing it with 
a slightly different word. Another possibility 
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is that &üveci began as an interpretative com- 
ment in the margin, from which a copyist 
mistakenly introduced this word into the main 
text. 


23 vero 6€ (“autem” Vg.). See on Iob. 1,26. 


24 sed iisdem autois b& (“ipsis autem" Vg.). 
By using idem, Erasmus hoped to make it 
clearer that the pronoun referred equally 


both to the Jews and to the Greeks: see Annot. 
For sed, introduced here for the sake of vary- 
ing the vocabulary, see on Job. 1,26. Ambro- 
siaster and Lefévre put ipsis vero, and Manetti 
Eis autem. 


24 pariter et te kaí (“atque” Vg.). See on Act. 
1,1. Manetti had just et, while Lefévre used 
lam .. quam. 


24 potentiam Bivapiv ("virtutem" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,4. Lefévre had potestatem. 


24 ac kai (“et” Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


25 Quoniam "Ori ("Quia" Vg). See on Rom. 
8,21. Manetti anticipated this change. 


25 stultitia TÒ popdv (“quod stultum est” 
Vg.). Erasmus takes Tò poopdv as the equi- 
valent of popia: see Annot. In doing so, he 
imitates the rendering of Lefévre, though in 
1519 Annot., defending the use of stultitia 
dei, Erasmus preferred to cite the authority 
of Augustine. The phrase stulticia dei, or stul- 
titia dei, appears in the 1493 and 1515 edi- 
tions of Augustine Epist. 169 (formerly Epist. 
102), but other copies of this work replace 
stultitia with stultum (as adopted by CSEL 44, 
p. 613). 


25 sapientior coqoyrepov (“sapientius” Vg.). 
This change was dictated by the preceding 
substitution of stultitia, a feminine noun, as 
also used by Lefévre. 


25 quam bomines (twice) Tdv avOpwrtrev (“ho- 
minibus" 1516-19 = Vg). In Annot., Erasmus 
points out the ambiguity of the Vulgate ren- 
dering, which could mean "to men" as well as 
"than men". Other instances of his use of quam 
to avoid the ablative of comparison can be seen 
at Mt. 10,31; Mc. 12,33, 43; Iob. 21,15 (1527); 
1 Cor. 15,10; Hebr. 11,26. 


25 imbecillitas tò &cOcvés ("quod infirmum 
est” Vg.). This change may be compared with 
Erasmus’ substitution of imbecillitas for in- 
firmitas in rendering TÒ ... &o@evés at Hebr. 
7,18, and &cOéveia. at. Hebr. 11,34. In Annot. 
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on the present passage, he also gives infirmitas 
as an alternative rendering: this was the word 
used by Lefévre. See further on imbecillis at 
Rom. 8,3. 


25 robustior loxupotepov (“fortius” Vg.). Eras- 
mus presumably wished to distinguish between 
robustior, in the sense of "stronger", and fortior, 
which could also mean “braver”. Comparable 
substitutions of robustus for fortis occur in ren- 
dering ioxvpós in vs. 27, and also at 2 Cor. 
10,10; Hebr. 11,34. In the Vulgate, robustus is 
frequent in the O.T., but is not used anywhere 
in the N.T. The version of Lefévre put fortior 
here. 


26 Videtis BAérete "Videte" Vg.). The Greek 
word can be translated either way. In Annot., 
Erasmus follows Valla Annot. in arguing against 
the use of the imperative, on the grounds 
that the apostle would not have requested the 
Corinthians to "see" something which they 
already knew. The same change was made by 
Lefévre. 


26 quod &m (“quia” Vg.) See on loh. 1,20. 
Lefévre, again, made the same change. 


26 daro genere nati etryeveis ("nobiles" Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at Lc. 19,12 (1522). 
In rendering evyeviortepos at Act. 17,11, Erasmus 
also replaced nobilior with summo genere natus. 
For the removal of nobilis from the N.T., see 
on Act. 17,4. 


27 verum &dd& ("sed" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 


27 quae stulta erant tx popd& (“quae stulta 
sunt" Vg.). Either rendering is legitimate. In 
keeping with this choice of the imperfect 
tense, Erasmus similarly puts quae erant later 
in the verse, and quae ignobilia erant and quae 
non erant in vs. 28. The Vulgate is inconsistent 
in adding quae ... sunt here, while making no 
such addition with infirma, fortia and ignobilia. 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre had just 
stulta, omitting quae and sunt. 


27 secundum mundum ToO xóoyou (“mundi” 
Vg.) In departing from the literal meaning 
of the Greek text, Erasmus produces an 
inconsistency with his rendering of ToU Kó- 
cpou as in mundo later in this verse and in 
vs. 28. The implication of this questionable 
change is that the "foolish things of the 
world" were merely "those things which 
appeared to be foolish in the eyes of the 
world". 


196 


&CeAéE£arro ó Ocós, iva tolls cogous KaT- 
aicxyuvyn Kal Trà &oOevij ToU kógpou 
e€ercEato ó Oeds, iva katatoyuvyn TÈ 
icxupér kai tà ó&yevvfj ToU Kó- 
opou, kal Tà £&ovOevnuéva, é6eAE6aTo 
Ó Ocós, kai Te wh óvra, iva Tà Óvra 
Katapyton — Póros pt) Kouytontat 
T&ca càp èvomiov attot. VE aù- 
TOŬ 8& Upeis tote, Ev Xpiot& "Inco0, 
ds èyevvýðn uiv copia &rró Got, Sı- 
Kaloouvn te Kal á&yiaopòs Kal &mo- 
Autpwoiss liva Kabas yéypatrTai, 
ʻO Kauyauevos, év kupío Kauvydobw. 


Kéyoo &A0cv mpòs Üp&s, a&5eA- 
poi, fjA9ov où Kab’ UTepoyiy 
Aóyou 1| copias, KaTayyéAAwv piv 
TO papTtupioy ToU 9:00. 708 yap 


27 wa ... Geos B-E: om. A 
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delegit deus, vt pudefaceret sapientes: 
et quae erant imbecillia in mundo, 
delegit deus, vt pudefaceret ea quae 
sunt robusta: “et quae ignobilia erant 
in mundo contemptaque, delegit deus: 
et ea quae non erant, vt ea quae sunt, 
obliteraret: ™vt ne gloriaretur vlla 
caro coram ipso. ?'Ex eodem autem 
vos estis, in Christo lesu, qui factus 
fuit nobis sapientia a deo, iustitiaque 
et sanctificatio et redemptio: — ?'vt 
quemadmodum scriptum est: Qui glo- 
riatur in domino glorietur. 


Et ego quum venirem ad vos, fra- 
tres, non veniebam cum eminentia 
sermonis aut sapientiae, annuncians 
vobis testimonium dei. ?Non enim 


27 sapientes B-E: ea, quae sunt sapientia Æ | 28 obliteraret B-E: oblitteraret 4 | 29 vlla B-E: 


omnis 4 
2,1 cum B-E: in A 


27 delegit (twice) &€eAéEato (“elegit” Vg.). See 
on Act. 1,2. 

27 iva tous ... eds. In codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with A F G and some later mss., this 
section of twelve words was omitted through 
the scribal error of homoeoteleuton. This section 
was also absent from the 1516 Greek text, but 
not from Erasmus' Latin rendering. In 1519, 
this lengthy discrepancy between his Greek and 
Latin columns was rectified by restoring the 
missing Greek words, with support from codd. 
1, 3, 2105, 2816 and most other mss. 


27 pudefaceret (twice) «orroaoy vr "confundat" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 5,5, and Annot., regarding 
pudefacio. The change from present to imperfect 
subjunctive is consistent with the use of quae 
. erant earlier in the verse. The word-order 
pudefaceret sapientes conforms with the Vulgate 
rather than with Erasmus' Greek text. The 
Vulgate may reflect Greek mss. having kart- 
aisyuvn TOUS coQoUs, as in P!“ N BC D 
and some later mss., including cod. 2105. 


27 sapientes tows coqoUs (“ea, quae sunt sa- 
pientia" 1516 Lat.) The 1516 Latin wording 
produces an artificial conformity with the use 
of stulta (neuter plural) earlier in the sentence. 
Since his two principal mss. omitted this section, 
Erasmus perhaps made use of cod. 2816 here, 
in which ToUs oogoUs could at first glance be 
misunderstood as Tà oopá because of the 
scribe's use of compendia to abbreviate these 
words. Codd. 1, 3, 2105 and most other mss. 
have tos cogoUs. After discovering his error, 
Erasmus reinstated sapientes in his 1519 edition. 
Cf. Annot. 


27 quae erant imbecillia t& &o8evij (“infirma” 
Vg.). The word imbecillis also appears in Valla 
Annot. on 1 Cor. 1,26. See further on Rom. 8,3. 
Regarding the addition of quae erant, see on 
stulta, above. 


27 in mundo 100 kócyou (“mundi” Vg.). As 
indicated above, this change is inconsistent 
with Erasmus' use of secundum mundum earlier 
in the verse. The Vulgate is more literal. 
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27 ea quae sunt robusta Tà ioyupd ("fortia" 
Vg.). See above, for Erasmus’ expanded render- 
ing, and see on vs. 25 for the substitution of 
robustus. See also on Rom. 4,20. At 1 Cor. 4,10, 
Erasmus prefers validus as a suitable antithesis 
for imbecillis. 

28 quae ignobilia erant và &yevvt| (“ignobilia” 
Vg.). See on vs. 27 regarding quae ... erant. The 
spelling cyevvi} is derived from cod. 2815, 
with little other ms. support. In codd. 1, 2105, 
2816, 2817 and most other mss., it is cryevi}. 


28 in mundo toU Kdopou (“mundi” Vg.) 
See on vs. 27. Manetti moved mundi after 
contemptibilia. 

28 contemptaque kai TÒ &&ouOsvnuéva (“et con- 
temptibilia" Vg.). A similar substitution occurs 
at 1 Cor. 6,4; 2 Cor. 10,10. Erasmus is more 
accurate here. Lefèvre put et contempta. 


28 delegit t£eME£ao (“elegit” Vg.). See on 
Act. 1,2. 


28 ea quae non erant Tà uù Svta (“ea quae non 
sunt” late Vg.). For the change of tense, see on 
vs. 27. In Annot., lemma, Erasmus cites the 
Vulgate as using erant. 


28 obliteraret xarapyñoņ (“destrueret” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 3,3, and Annot. The rendering of 
Lefévre was destruat. 


29 vt ne Straws ph (“vt non” Vg). See on 
Rom. 11,25. 


29 gloriaretur xauyhonta (“glorietur” Vg.). 
Erasmus’ change to the imperfect tense is more 
consistent with the use of destrueret or obliteraret 
at the end of vs. 28. 


29 vlla v&ca (“omnis” 1516 = Vg.). The choice 
of vila is more suitable after the preceding ne 
(“not any” rather than “not all”), and follows 
the example of the Vulgate at Ap. Iob. 7,1, 16. 
A comparable substitution of quicquam for 
omne occurs after nunquam at Act. 10,14 (1519). 
However, Erasmus retains non ... omnis caro at 
Me. 24,22; Rom. 3,20; Gal. 2,16, and puts haud- 
quaquam ... vniuersa caro at Mc. 13,20, and non 
erit ... omne at Le. 1,37. See Annot. 


29 coram ipso Evoymov aÙùTtoŬ (“in conspectu 
eius" Vg.). See on Act. 7,10; 10,4, for coram. 
Erasmus substitutes ipso for eius, to refer back 
to the main subject in vs. 28, deus. The reading 
tvormiov auto was taken from cod. 2817, 
supported by cod. C* and only a few later mss., 
but in agreement with the Vulgate. This was 
the variant which was later used in the Textus 
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Receptus. (C£. also évooiov. otto 8eo0 in 
cod. N"), In codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816 and 
nearly all other mss., it is Ev@Triov To Geol. 
In Annot., Erasmus acknowledges the existence 
of both readings. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had 
in conspectu dei, and Manetti coram deo. 


30 eodem atrrot (“ipso” Vg.). Either rendering 
is legitimate. See Annot. 


30 autem dé. In Annot, Erasmus cites yap as 
the Greek text, contrary to his Basle mss., and 
gives enim as the literal rendering. 


30 factus fuit tyevvhðn ("factus est” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 4,2, and Annot., regarding fuit. The 
dubious spelling £yevvrior] (“was born”, from 
yevvdoo), used in all five folio editions, was 
drawn from cod. 2815. In codd. 1, 2105, 
2816, 2817 and most other mss., it is &yevrin 
(“became”, from yívouon). See on 2 Cor. 7,14 
for another substitution of &yevvr9n, probably 
arising from a typesetter’s error rather than a 
ms. variant. 


30 a deo &nó 0£00 (late Vg. omits). In Annot., 
Erasmus attributed the omission of these words 
to scribal error. The phrase was included in his 
1527 Vulgate column and the 1514 Froben 
Vulgate, as well as in the earlier Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre (though not in 
Lefévre’s Vulgate text). 


30 iustitiaque Sixcioowvn Te (“et iustitia" Vg.). 
See on Joh. 1,39. Lefèvre made the same change. 
2,1 quum venirem ... non veniebam Nov ... 
FAGov où (“cum venissem ... veni non" Vg.). 
The Vulgate, by an over-literal rendering, makes 
the apostle appear to refer to two separate 
visits. 

1 cum eminentia xo" UTepoyhy ("in sublimi- 
tate" late Vg; “in eminentia" 1516). The re- 
placement of in by cum, as a translation of 
xarrá, also occurs at Me. 1,27 (1519). As in- 
dicated in Annot., Erasmus’ use of eminentia 
was borrowed from Ambrosiaster. This word 
is elsewhere substituted in rendering Úmepoxń 
at 1 Tim. 2,2, and UtrepBoAt at 2 Cor. 4,7. 
At other passages Erasmus reserves sublimitas 
for rendering Üyos and Umepuyde. Lefèvre 
preferred in excellentia. 


1 dei toU 9:00 (“Christi” Vg.). The Vulgate 
wording is supported by only three late Greek 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 171-3). See Annot. The correction made by 
Erasmus was in agreement with Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 
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ékpiva ToU elS£vat 1 èv Oyiv, ef ufi "In- 
coUv Xpicróv, kai ToUTov Eotaupw- 
Mévov. xoi tya èv &oðeveig koi èv 
pó kai iv TpÓuo ToAÀAG éyevdunv 
Tpós pas: frai ó Aóyos pou, kal TÒ 
Küpuyu& pou, oUK v TreBois &vOpco- 
Tívns copias Aóyois, GAA’ &v é&moBeite 
TvEUpaTos Kal Suvópecs, Siva fj mi- 
cTis Uydv uh fj £v copig &vOpormrov, 
GAA’ èv Suvápe | 000. 

$*ogpíav Sè AoAoUpsv iv Toig Te- 
Aeioig copíav 58 oU ToU aidvos ToU- 
Tou, ouS TÓv &pyóvrov ToU aidvos 
ToUTOU, TOV karapyougévov, "&XAk 
AaAoUpev cogiav 8:00 £v puoTnpío, 
Thy &rokekpuupévnv, fjv Trpocopicev ó 
Beds Trpó tæv aicovov, eis óav uv, 
Siv ovSels TOv ópyóvrov ToU aid- 
vos TouTou Éyvoxev: ei yàp Éyvocav, 
ouK av Tov KUpIOV Tis 5óEns ioTaU- 
pocav. AAG Kabas yéypamTai, 


2,3 upas B-E: nuas 4 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


me iudicaui quicquam scire inter vos, 
nisi lesum Christum, et hunc cruci- 
fixum. ?Et ego per infirmitatem, et 
cum timore, ac in tremore multo apud 
vos versatus sum: *et sermo meus, et 
praedicatio mea, non erat in persua- 
soris humanae sapientiae verbis, sed 
in ostensione spiritus ac potentiae, 5vt 
fides vestra non sit in sapientia homi- 
num, sed in potentia | dei. 

$Porro sapientiam loquimur inter 
perfectos: sapientiam autem non seculi 
huius, neque principum seculi huius 
qui abolentur: "sed loquimur sapi- 
entiam dei in mysterio, quae est re- 
condita, quam praefinierat deus ante 
secula, in gloriam nostram, *quam 
nemo principum seculi huius cogno- 
uit nam si cognouissent, haudqua- 
quam dominum gloriae crucifixissent: 
?sed quemadmodum scriptum est: 


3 per infirmitatem B-E: in infirmitate/4. | cum B-E:inA | ac B-E:etA | 4 praedicatio B-E: 
predicatio A | ac B-E: etA | 6 prius seculi A C-E: saeculi B | alt. seculi A C E: saeculi BD | 
7 quae est recondita B-E: reconditam A | secula Æ C-E: saecula B | 8 seculi A C-E: saeculi B 


2 me iudicaui txpwa ("iudicaui me" late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss., with Vg""). Some Vulgate 
mss., with Vg", place me after scire. The Greek 
text, which lacks a pronoun, will permit any 
of these renderings. Cf. Annot. The version of 
Lefèvre, more literally, omitted me. 


2 quicquam scire TOU eleva Ti ("scire aliquid” 
Vg.). The Vulgate word-order is more literal. See 
on Rom. 15,18 for Erasmus' use of quicquam 
elsewhere. See also Annot. The rendering of 
Lefèvre was quod quicquam scirem. 


2 lesum Christum “\nootv Xpiotov. In cod. 
2815, the text has Xpiotév 'IncoUv, supported 
by F G and a few other mss., corresponding 
with Christum lesum in some mss. of the Vulgate 


(followed by Vg"). The text of Erasmus follows 
cod. 2817, together with 2105, 2816 and most 
other mss. (cod. 1 appears to read 'IncoU 
Xpic Tóv). 


3 per infirmitatem iv &cOcveia ("in infirmi- 
tate" 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 1,17. At the 
present passage, Erasmus varies the vocabu- 
lary, translating v successively by per, cum, 
and in. 


3 cum timore, ac in tremore tv poBw Kai èv 
Tpóuc (“timore, et tremore" Vg; “in timore 
et in tremore" 1516). For the use of ac, see on 
lob. 1,25, and see the previous note regarding 
cum and in. Erasmus elsewhere changed ix 
timore to cum timore at 2 Cor. 7,1; Eph. 5,21; 
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1 Petr. 2,18 (all in 1519): see also on Rom. 1,4. 
In 1522 Annot., on Eph. 5,21, Erasmus takes iv 
póßw as the equivalent of per timorem. The 
Vulgate seems to treat év here as a superfluous 
repetition, though the word is omitted from 
the Greek text by codd. F G in both places, and 
also by cod. D in the final instance. Lefévre had 
in timore et tremore. 


3 apud vos versatus sum Eyevóumy Tpós Upas 
(“fui apud vos" Vg.). The Vulgate is more literal 
as to the word-order. For versor, see on Job. 7,1. 
In 1516, the reading yas was no more than 
a misprint. 


4 non erat oùx (“non” Vg.). Erasmus adds a 
main verb, to complete the sense. Lefévre put 
non fuit. 

4 persuasorits teos (“persuasibilibus” Vg.). In 
Annot., Erasmus also suggests suwasoriis, which 
was the rendering proposed by Valla Annot. 
and Lefévre. The word persuasorius has no clas- 
sical precedent, though it was suggested as an 
alternative rendering in Lefévre Comm. 


4 humanae &vOpwtrivns. The reading of cod. 
2815 was &vOporrivois, agreeing with Aóyois, 
in company with about sixty other late mss. 
The word is omitted by p“ N* B D F G 
and twenty-two other mss., together with 
some mss. of the Vulgate and Vg*. Erasmus 
follows cod. 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816 
and about 430 other mss., commencing with 
Nor A C (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 2, pp. 174-8). This word has sometimes 
been considered to be an explanatory addition, 
or a harmonisation with &vOpcorrívns cogías 
in vs. 13. There is also the possibility that an 
ancient editor deleted &vOpeotrivns here because 
he thought that it was an unnecessary repeti- 
tion of the idea contained in copia d&vOpe- 
To later in the sentence (in vs. 5). A similar 
tendency to abbreviate the text seems to be 
displayed by the further omission of Adyots 
in P“ B, so that in place of treiBois dvOpcotri- 
vns coplas Aóyots these mss. offer just Trei8ois 
copias. 


4 ac xaí (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Tob. 1,25. 

4 potentiae Suvápews (“virtutis” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,4. Lefévre had potestatis. 

5 potentia Suvdyei (“virtute” Vg.). See again on 
Rom. 1,4. Lefèvre had potestate. 

6 Porro sapientiam Xogiav é ("Sapientiam 
autem" Vg.). See on Job, 8,16. 
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6 autem 5€ (“vero” Vg.). Erasmus no doubt felt 
that the context required an adversative sense 
to be given to the Greek particle. He chose 
the same word as Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put 
quidem. 


6 seculi buius (twice) ToU aldvos tovtov (“huius 
seculi" Vg.). Erasmus’ translation reproduces 
the Greek word-order more literally. Lefévre 
put saeculi buius (twice), as in Erasmus’ 1519 
edition. 

6 T&v &pyóvrov. Cod. 2815 incorrectly omit- 
ted these words, which are present in Erasmus’ 
other Basle mss. 


6 qui abolentur t&v kavapyouuévow. ("qui 
destruuntur" Vg.). See on Rom. 6,6, and Annot. 


7 sapientiam dei coqíav coU (“dei sapien- 
tiam" Vg). The Vulgate reflects a different 
Greek word-order, 6:00. cogíav, as found in 
38! *5N A B C D F G and some other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along 
with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss. The 
same change was made by Lefèvre. 


7 quae est recondita vi &rokekpuuu£vny (“quae 
abscondita est" Vg; "reconditam" 1516) A 
similar substitution occurs at Col. 1,26, and 
in rendering &mókpugos at Col. 2,3. See also 
Annot. At several other passages, abscondo is 
retained for &rokpurrro.. Manetti and Lefèvre 
put absconditam. 


7 praefinierat tpowpioev (“praedestinauit” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 8,29. Lefèvre had praediffiniuit. 


8 seculi buius ToU odóvog ToUrou ("huius 
saeculi" Vg.). See on vs. 6. Lefévre had saeculi 
buius, as in Erasmus' 1519 edition. 


8 nam si ei yap (“Si enim" Vg). See on 
lob. 3,34. Manetti put Si etiam. 


8 haudquaquam oux ðv (“nunquam” Vg.) 
See on Job. 18,30 for Erasmus’ inaccurate use 
of haudquaquam. In Annot., he speculates as 
to whether the original Vulgate reading might 
have been zequaquam. Hence he lists the passage 
among the Loca Manifeste Deprauata. 


9 sed &AA (late Vg. omits). The late Vulgate 
omission has little support other than cod. A. 
See Annot. In effect, Erasmus restores the earlier 
Vulgate wording. Manetti and Lefévre both 
made the same correction. 


9 quemadmodum odds (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. The same change was made by 
Lefèvre. 
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"A óg8oApós oUk el5e, kal ots oùk kouv- 
ct, Kal ¿mì kapBiav &vOpcorrou otK &vé- 
Bn, & t)Toipacev ó beds rois &yomóoiw 
aUTóv. 

Y *Hyiy Sè ó Geds &mekóáAuys B1 ToU 
TIVEULATOS AUTOU. TO yao TrveÜua Tráv- 
Ta EpeuvG, Kal Ta Bán Tod Beoŭ. !! THs 
yap ofSev &vOpwmtrav, ta ToU dvOpca- 
TOU, ef ut) TO TrveUpua ToU &vOporrou TÒ 
Èv AUTH; OUTWS Kal Ta TOU 8coU, ObSeis 
olSev, ef uh TO TveUpa ToU eo. 

2Hueis SE oF TO mveČua TOU Kó- 
opou éA&Bonuev, &AA& TO mveŭua TÒ èk 
TOU Beco, iva ciSdpev Tà ÚTÒ ToU OcoU 
xapicSévra tiv, 3& xod AoAo0pev, 
oùk èv BiBakrois avOpwtrivns cogí- 
as Adyos, GAA’ èv Bibakrois mvevpa- 
Tos ayiou, Trveupatikois TrveupaTikà 
cuykpívov|Tss. “wuyixds 56 &v8po- 
Tros oU Séyetar TÒ TOU TrveUpaTos ToU 
Geo’ popila yap atta tori Kai oU 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Quae oculus non vidit, et auris 
non audiuit, et in cor hominis non 
ascenderunt, quae praeparauit deus 
diligentibus se. 

10 Nobis autem deus reuelauit per 
spiritum suum. Spiritus enim om- 
nia scrutatur, etiam profunditates dei. 
"Quis enim hominum nouit ea quae 
sunt hominis, nisi spiritus hominis 
qui est in eo? Sic et ea quae sunt dei, 
nemo nouit, nisi spiritus dei. 

?Nos vero non spiritum mundi 
accepimus, sed spiritum qui est ex 
deo, vt sciamus quae a Christo dona- 
ta sint nobis "quae et loquimur, 
non sermonibus quos docet huma- 
na sapientia, sed quos docet spiritus 
sanctus, spiritualibus spiritualia com- 
parantes. | “Animalis autem homo 
non accipit ea quae sunt spiritus 
dei: stultitia siquidem illi sunt: nec 


13 sermonibus ... sapientia B-E: in verbis ad docendum humanam sapientiam appositis 4 | 
sed ... sanctus B-E: sed in appositis ad docendum spiritum sanctum A | 14 illi sunt: nec B-E: 


est illi, et non 4 


9 Quae ... ascenderunt “A ... &véBr ("Quod ... 
ascendit” Vg.). The Vulgate rendering seems to 
represent a misunderstanding of the common 
Greek construction of a neuter plural with 
a singular verb. See Annot., following Valla 
Annot., and see also Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, 
ASD IX, 4, pp. 229-30, 1l. 723-728. The same 
correction was made by Lefèvre, while Manetti 
(too literally) put quae ... ascendit. 


9 et .. non (twice) kal ... oUk (“nec” Vg). 
Possibly Erasmus objected to the sequence 
non .. nec „nec, exhibited by the Vulgate, 
though he is content to retain such sequences 
at other passages, e.g. at Job. 1,13, 25. Manetti 
anticipated this change, whereas Lefévre had 
non .. neque... neque. 


9 diligentibus rois &yatTtoww (“his qui diligunt" 
Vg.). Erasmus is more literal here, following the 
rendering offered by Ambrosiaster (1492) and 
Lefèvre. See Arnot. 


9 se aùrtóv ("illum" Vg). Erasmus prefers a 
reflexive pronoun, to show more clearly that 
it refers back to the subject, Zeus. See Annot. 
This change agreed with the wording of Am- 
brosiaster (1492) and Lefévre, while Manetti 
substituted eum. 

10 deus reuelauit & Beds &mrek&A ue (“reuela- 
uit deus" Vg.). The Vulgate may reflect a dif- 
ferent Greek word-order, &rrekáAuwev ó Oeós, 
exhibited by H“ N A B C D F G and some 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other 
mss. The version of Lefévre made the same 
change. 

10 profunditates Tà B&O ("profunda" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 8,39, and Annot. 

11 hominum nouit olSev &vOpoyrroov ("scit ho- 
minum" Vg.). For zosco, see on Job. 1,33; Rom. 
14,14. Erasmus changes the word-order, for 
greater clarity. Lefèvre put hominum scit. 
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11 ez quae (twice) Tå (“quae” Vg.). Erasmus’ 
expanded rendering is more emphatic. However, 
in rendering Tà ToU 0coU at Mt. 22,21; Me. 
12,17; Le. 20,25, he is content with guae ... 
sunt. At the present passage, he follows the 
version of Lefèvre. Ambrosiaster had ea quae ... 
quae. 

11 qui est in eo TÒ Ev atte (“qui in ipso est” 
Vg). Erasmus evidently considered that the 
reflexive ipso was inappropriate, as aùt& did 
not refer back to the subject of the clause, 
trvetica. See on Rom. 1,20. Lefèvre had qui in 
eo est. 


11 Sic otos (“Ita” Vg.). See on Rom. 5,21. 
This change was in agreement with the wording 
of Ambrosiaster and Manetti. Lefévre put Hunc 
in modum. 


11 sunt det roO 9:00 (“dei sunt" Vg.). Either 
rendering is legitimate. Erasmus, more logically, 
repeats the pattern of sunt bominis from earlier 
in the same verse. 


11 nouit (2nd.) ofSev ("cognouit" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,32. Erasmus produces consistency with 
his use of nouit in the previous sentence. The 
verb nouit was also used here by Ambrosiaster 
(1492). Manetti and Lefévre used scit in both 
places. 


12 vero 6€ (“autem” Vg). See on Joh. 1,26. 


12 mundi Tob xócpov ("huius mundi" late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate addition 
may be compared with the variant, ToU kÓouov 
ToUTov, in codd. D F G. See also on Rom. 3,6. 
Lefévre Comm. made the same correction as 
Erasmus. 


12 qui est ex deo TÒ èx TOU 900 ("qui ex deo 
est" Vg.). The position of the verb is unaffected 
by the Greek text. Erasmus follows the pattern 
of sunt bominis and sunt dei from vs. 11. For 
other transpositions of sum, see on Rom. 2,27. 


12 iva. In cod. 2815, the text has iva kai, with 
little other ms. support. 


12 quae... donata sint Tà ... yapıoðévra ("quae 
. donata sunt” Vg.). Erasmus preferes the sub- 
junctive for an indirect question. Lefévre put 
quae... sunt indulta. 


12 Christo tot 8coU ("deo" Vg.). See on Rom. 
16,2 for this unwarranted change by Erasmus' 
translation. 


13 sermonibus quos docet humana sapientia 
tv SiSoKktois á&vOpomívns copias Aóyois 
("in doctis humanae sapientiae verbis" Vg.; 
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"in verbis ad docendum humanam sapientiam 
appositis" 1516 Lat.). For sermo, see on Job. 1,1. 
In 1516, Erasmus renders as if the Greek text 
had 81Soxtixois, a reading which he cites in 
1519 Annot. as being in a few Greek mss., 
though it is not found in his Basle mss. or in 
cod. 3. In the 1519 Latin rendering, he converts 
the adjective into a verb, more successfully 
conveying the sense of GibokTós as meaning 
"taught" rather than "erudite". Valla Annot. 
proposed in doctis verbis humanae sapientiae, 
while Manetti had in docibilibus humanae sa- 
pientiae, transposing verbis after spiritus sancti, 
and Lefèvre put in doctis humanae sapientiae 
sermonibus. 


13 quos docet spiritus sanctus £v BiSaKtois trvev- 
uaros &yíou (“in doctrina spiritus" Vg.; "in 
appositis ad docendum spiritum sanctum" 1516 
Lat.). The Vulgate omission of sancti corresponds 
with the omission of éyiou in P“ N A B Cd 
D* F G 0185 0289 and some other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as D" and most 
later mss. Cf. Annot. The inclusion of &yíou 
(whose authenticity has been disputed by some) 
makes clear that the apostle is not referring to 
the trveGpa ToU kócyuov which was mentioned 
in vs. 12. Erasmus’ translation is consistent 
with his treatment of the previous clause (see 
the previous note), and clearer than the Vulgate, 
which takes &i5oxrois as equivalent to 815oyf. 
Valla Annot. had in doctis verbis (or sermonibus) 
spiritus sancti, whereas Manetti put in docibilibus 
spiritus sancti verbis, and Lefèvre in doctis spiritus 
sancti. 


14 accipit Béyeto ("percipit" Vg). Erasmus 
substitutes the more usual rendering of Séyo- 
uoa, perhaps feeling that percipio duplicated the 
sense of the following verb, yvóvoi. Lefèvre 
had capit. 


14 ToU soð. These words were omitted in 
codd. 2105* and 2815, together with a few 
other late mss. and also several patristic sources. 


14 siquidem illi sunt yàp atte tom: (“enim est 
illi" late Vg.; "siquidem est illi" 1516). See on 
Tob. 4,47 regarding siquidem. Erasmus treats và 
TOU TveUpaOs as the subject of tot, and 
hence prefers to translate the verb as a plural. 
See Annot., following Valla Annot. Both Manetti 
and Lefèvre had enim ei est. 


14 nec Kai oU (“et non” 1516 = Vg.). See on 
Iob. 2,16. 
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Suvatai  yvévon, OTL TVEUPATIKÕS 
&vakpiveraa. 56 Sè mveuparIKÓS 
&vakpíve piv Trávra, atrrds 56 úm’ 
ouSevds — &vakpiveron. Bris yàp 
tyvo votv  Kupiou, ds ocupgfipá- 


oe ajUTóv; fjues è voüv XpicToU 
ÉXopev. 


Koi yœ, d&&eApoi, oùk j5u- 

vü8nv AaAfioo Üpiv cg Trveu- 
gariKois, GAA? ds  capkiKolis, a5 
vnriois èv XpiocrO. ZydAa ÜOpyüg 
&móTica, Kal où Bpdpa oŭmw 
yàp  TjBóvao80e, GAA’ otte ën 
vüv BUvaobe: 3Én yàp oap- 
Kikoi ote OTrou yap èv  Üyiv 


15 autos A C-E: avtos B 
3,2 nSuvacbe B-E; eSuvacbe A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


potest cognoscere quod spiritualiter 
diiudicatur. "At spiritualis diiudicat 
quidem omnia: ipse vero a nemine 
diiudicatur. ‘Quis enim cognouit 
mentem domini, qui consilium da- 
turus sit ill? Nos autem mentem 
Christi tenemus. 


Et ego, fratres, non potui lo- 

qui vobis vt spiritualibus, sed 
loquendum fuit vt carnalibus, vt 
infantibus in Christo. ?Lactis potu 
vos alui, et non cibo: nondum enim 
poteratis, imo ne nunc quidem ad- 
huc potestis, ?nam adhuc carnales 
estis: siquidem quum in vobis sit 


14 quod B-E: id quod A | diiudicatur A E: diiudicantur B-D | 15 spiritualis B-E: spiritalis A 
3,1 spiritualibus B-E: spiritalibus A | loquendum fuit B-E; om. A | 2 et B-E: om. A 


14 cognoscere yv@vai ( intelligere" Vg.). This 
alteration produces consistency with the use of 
cognosco in vs. 16. Erasmus generally follows the 
Vulgate in reserving intelligo for ouvinm and 
vot, though he also retains intelligo for ywoo- 
oxe at Lc. 18,34; Act. 8,30. Lefèvre made the 
same change here. 

14 quod &n (“quia” Vg.; “id quod" 1516). In 
1516 (and possibly in 1535, through deletion 
of the preceding comma), Erasmus takes this 
clause as the object of cognoscere, rather than as 
a causal statement. Manetti anticipated the 
change which Erasmus made in 1519. 


14 diiudicatur &voxpiveroa (examinatur" Vg.; 
"diiudicantur" 1519-27) Erasmus wished to 
use the same verb, diiudico, to render &va- 
Kpiveo consistently in all three instances in 
vss. 14-15: see Annot. The substitution of the 
plural in 1519 was based on the understanding 
that Tà ToU TveUporros was the subject. This 
interpretation was negated in 1535 by the 
reinstatement of the singular verb, though 
this might conceivably have been caused by a 
printing error. Lefèvre put dtixdicantur in his 
main text, but in Comm. he offered both 


ditudicatur (singular) and examinantur, the last 
of these being the suggestion of Valla Annot. 
The versions of Ambrosiaster and Manetti had 
iudicatur. 


15 At spiritualis & B& TvevpaTixds ("Spiritualis 
autem" Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. Lefèvre put vero 
for autem. 


15 diindicat ... diiudicatur évoxpiver ... &va- 
Kpivetou ("iudicat ... iudicatur" Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at 1 Cor. 4,3, consistent 
with Vulgate usage at 1 Cor. 14,24, and with 
late Vulgate usage at Act. 4,9. See further on 
vs. 14, above. Lefévre made the same change. 
Ambrosiaster (1492) had diiudicat ... iudicatur. 


15 quidem pév (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by 38'5 A C D* F G, of which the 
first four replace uév with T& (to accompany 
TrévTo). Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 1, 2105, 2816* and most other 
mss, commencing with Ne" B De 0289"4, 
The same change was made by Lefévre. 


15 ipse vero arròs 86 (“et ipse" Vg.). Erasmus 
is more precise at this point. Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre put ipse autem. 
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16 Quis tis ("sicut scriptum est: Quis" late 
Vg.). As indicated in Annot., the late Vulgate 
addition lacks Greek ms. support. Erasmus’ 
correction agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


16 mentem (twice) voOv ("sensum" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,28, and Annot. The same substitution 
was proposed by Valla Annot., Manetti and 


Lefèvre. 


16 qui consilium daturus sit illi às cupPipdoe 
aùTóv (“aut quis instruxit eum" late Vg.). 
Erasmus here takes cuppifáZo as being equi- 
valent to cuupouAeUco, based on the Septua- 
gint rendering of Js. 40,13: see Annot. The late 
Vulgate use of aut quis, and substitution of 
the perfect tense for the future tense, appears 
to have no Greek ms. support. Valla Annot. 
suggested qui instruet eum (similar to the earlier 
Vulgate reading, qui instruat eum), or qui do- 
cebit eum. Lefèvre preferred quae instruet eum, 
connecting 55 with voðv. 


16 tenemus éyouev (“habemus” Vg.). Erasmus’ 
substitution of teneo, in the sense of “un- 
derstand”, is a questionable departure from 
the literal meaning of the Greek text: see 
Annot. 

3,1 loqui vobis Aadij\oo Oyuiv (“vobis loqui" 
Vg.). The Vulgate word-order may reflect a 
Greek variant, Gpiv Aaàñoa, found in codd. 
De 048"4 and many later mss, including 
1 and 2816. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, supported by cod. 2105 and many other 
mss, commencing with 3355 N A B C D* 
F G 0289. 


1 vt (three times) os ("quasi .. quasi ... 
tanquam" Vg). A similar substitution of vt 
for quasi occurs at Mc. 6,15; 1 Cor. 8,7 (both 
in 1516 only); 9,26; Epb. 5,15; 1 Thess. 2,4; 
1 Petr. 1,14 (1516 only); 4,11, 15. In Annot., 
Erasmus also recommends replacing quasi by 
tanquam: see further on Rom. 9,32. Simi- 
lar objections to the Vulgate diversity of 
rendering were raised by Valla Annot. The 
version of Lefévre made the same change as 
Erasmus. 


1 sed loquendum fuit &\N (“sed” 1516  Vg.). 
Erasmus adds loquendum fuit to complete the 
sense: see Annot. 


1 infantibus vymiois (“paruulis” Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at Hebr. 5,13, consistent 
with Vulgate usage at Mt. 21,16. See also on 
Rom. 2,20, and Annot. 
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2 Lactis potu vos alui yåħa opas trrórica (“lac 
vobis potum dedi" Vg.) The Vulgate use of 
dedi, as pointed out by Valla Annot., probably 
represented an attempt to find a verb which 
could apply equally to yéAa and Bpõpa. 
However, the possibility still remained that an 
over-literal reader (of either the Greek text or 
the Vulgate) might imagine, absurdly, that the 
following words involved the notion of giving 
someone food to drink. Erasmus therefore 
altered the sentence structure: see Annot. The 
version of Lefévre merely changed the word- 
order, to lac potum dedi vobis. 


2 et non cibo kai où PBpõæpa (“non escam" Vg.; 
"non cibo" 1516 Lat.). For cibus, see on Rom. 
14,15. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus omits Kai, in 
company with 33'6 N A B C 0289, as well as 
cod. 69 and some other mss. The same omission 
is reflected by the Vulgate and Erasmus’ 1516 
Latin translation. His Greek text follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, 
and also D F G and most other mss. The 
rendering of Manetti was et non cibum. 


2 ġSúvacðe. In 1516, the reading ŁSúvacðe 
was taken from cod. 2817, along with 1, 2816 
and most other mss. The change to 'j50vac6e 
in 1519 corresponded with the spelling of 
codd. 3, 2105, 2815, supported by cod. D and 
many other mss. 


2 imo &XN' ("sed" Vg. See on Act. 19,2, and 
Annot. 


2 ne nunc quidem adbuc otrte &ri viv (“nec 
nunc quidem” Vg. 1527 = late Vg. and many 
Vg. mss., with Vg"*; "ne nunc quidem" Annot., 
lemma = some Vg. mss., with Vg"). In Annot., 
Erasmus gives a more literal rendering, nec 
adbuc nunc. A few mss. omit £ri, as in 39^$ B 
0185, but the word quidem in the Vulgate may 
be considered as a loose translation of this 
word. Cf. Annot. In Manetti’s version, it is ze 
adhuc nunc, and in Lefèvre, neque adbuc nunc, 
both omitting quidem. 


3 nam adbuc 11 yép ("adhuc enim" Vg.). See 
on Job. 3,34. 


3 siquidem quum in vobis sit Sou yap èv 
Upiv ("Cum enim sit inter vos" Vg.). See on 
lob. 4,47 regarding siquidem. For a change, 
Erasmus is more literal in his rendering of 
év, which he often elsewhere renders by inter, 
depending on the context. Manetti put Cum 
enim ... inter vos sint, and Lefèvre Nam vbi inter 
VOS ... est. 
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Glos ol £pi; xol SBiyocTracíat, 
oUxi copkikoi ote, Kal KaT& ðv- 
OpcTrov Trepirareire; *órav yàp 
Aéyn tis, Eyo uév sim TovAou, éte- 
pos 8&, 'Eyo AmoAAO, ovyi capki- 
Koi ots;  Tíg otv oti TlatAos; 
tis è AmoAAcs; GAA’ [dj SidKovo1 
Sr Ov émotevoate, Kai éxdotw ds 
ó KUplos ESaxKev.  $tyo èpúteuoa, 
ATroAAcs étréticev, GAA’ ó Oeds nð- 
Eavev. 7dote ottte Ó qureUov tori 
Ti, oUTe ó TrotiGev, GAA’? ó avEd- 
vov eds. fó puTevwv 8b Kal ó 
Trotigwv ëv slow: &kacTogs è Tov 
Wirov pro8dv Afjweroa, xarà Tov i610v 
KÓTIOV. 


3 ouyi B-E: ou A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


aemulatio et contentio et factiones, 
nonne carnales estis, et secundum 
hominem ambulatis? *Etenim quum 
dicat aliquis, Ego quidem sum Pauli: 
alter vero, Ego Apollo: nonne carna- 
les estis? ‘Quis igitur est Paulus? 
Quis autem Apollo? — nisi ministri 
per quos credidistis, et vt cuique do- 
minus dedit. *Ego plantaui, Apollo 
rigauit, sed deus dedit incrementum. 
7]taque neque qui plantat, est ali- 
quid, neque qui rigat, sed qui dat 
incrementum, deus: *caeterum is qui 
plantat, et is qui rigat, vnum sunt: 
vnusquisque tamen suam mercedem 
accipiet, iuxta suum laborem. 


5 vt cuique B-E: vnicuique vt A | 8 caeterum B-E: Ceterum Æ | vnusquisque tamen B-E: 


sed vnusquisque 4 


3 aemulatio et contentio Gijhos Kai Epis ("zelus 
et contentio" Vg.). See on Act. 5,17, and Annot. 
In cod. 2815, the word-order is Epis Kai CfjAos, 
with little or no other ms. support. Manetti 
anticipated the change made by Erasmus, put- 
ting entulatio et contentio: cf. emulatio et contentiones 
in Ambrosiaster (1492). Lefèvre had /iuor ... et 
contentio. 


3 et factiones kai 6ryooracíon (Vg. omits). The 
Vulgate omission is supported by B! N A B 
C 048 0289 and twenty-two later mss. Erasmus 
follows his codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2105, 2816 and about 540 other mss., com- 
mencing with p% D F G (see Aland Die 
Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 178-80). See Annot. 
It seems that the various N.T. lists of differ- 
ent kinds of sinful conduct were susceptible to 
emendation and scribal error: other such lists 
giving rise to textual variation occur at Rom. 
1,29-31; 13,13; 2 Cor. 12,20-1; Gal. 5,19-21; 
Eph. 4,31; 5,3-4; Col. 3,5; 1 Tim. 6,4-5; Tit. 3,9; 
1 Petr. 2,1; 4,3. In both Manetti and Lefèvre, 
the rendering was et dissensiones. 


3 nonne ovyi. In 1516, Erasmus had ov, as in 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with cod. 1 and 
some other late mss. 

4 Etenim quum &tav yao ("Cum enim" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 3,7. 

4 dicat aliquis heyn Tis (“quis dicat" late Vg.). 
The Vulgate word-order corresponds with ‘ris 
Aéyg in codd. D F G. There is a similar 
substitution of aliquis at 1 Cor. 4,2; 9,15; 2 Cor. 
11,21; Jac. 2,14, 18. Manetti had quis dicit, as 
in the earlier Vulgate. Lefévre put dicat quispiam. 


4 alter &repos (“alius” Vg.). See on Job. 18,16. 
4 vero 5é (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 


4 carnales capxixol ("homines" Vg.). The Vul- 
gate follows a Greek text having &v@pcotro, as 
in P“ N * A B C D FG 048 0289 and eleven 
other mss. Erasmus follows his codd. 2815 and 
2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, with X ° 
and about 560 other mss. (see Aland Die 
Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 180-3). Cf. Annot., 
in which there seems to be a degree of confusion 
between vss. 3 and 4. One explanation of the 
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divergence between the Greek mss. is that 
capxikoí in vs. 4 represents a harmonisation 
with oUxl capkikoí ote in vs. 3. Standing by 
itself in this way, however, &v6poxroi (“men”) 
does not appear to convey the tone of reproof 
which the context would lead the reader to 
expect. Elsewhere in the N.T., &vOpcorros is not 
used on its own to mean "carnal" or "unspiri- 
tual”, without being accompanied by katk or 


some other qualifying expression. This arouses 
a suspicion that &v6pcorroi does not genuinely 
belong here: it could perhaps have originated 
in a marginal comment that attempted to 
connect this sentence with kat& &vOporrov 
in vs. 3. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change as Erasmus. 


5 Quis (twice) tis ("Quid" Vg.). The Vulgate 
reflects the substitution of ti, found in codd. 
N* A B 0289 and a few other mss. Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 
1, 2105, 2816, and also pi N^" C DFG 
and most other mss. In Annot., Erasmus con- 
siders the possibility that his mss. might not 
have the correct reading, in view of TI in 
vs. 7. However, it is also possible that ti could 
have been substituted in vs. 5 so as to harmo- 
nise with the immediately following use of 
&iókovoi, which has the appearance of answer- 
ing the question “what?” rather than “who?”. 
Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre all advocated 
quis. 


5 Paulus... Apollo Matinos ... ArroAAcos ("Apollo 
.. Paulus" Vg). The Vulgate word-order has 
support from P“ N A B C D* F G 048"4 0289 
and more than twenty other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 
1, (2105), 2816, with De" and about 530 later 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 183-6). Manetti and Lefévre both had the 
same word-order as Erasmus, though Lefévre 
had the spelling Apollos. 


5 autem 56 (“vero” Vg.). There was no need for 
such a change, as this verse does not make any 
contrast between Paul and Apollos. Manetti, 
however, made the same substitution. 


5 nisi GAN’ ñ (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion is, once more, supported by codd. X A 
B C D* F G 0289 and a few other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816, and also D*" and most 
other mss. See Annot. This textual variation 
among the mss. (whichever wording is preferred) 
seems to have been related to the preceding 
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transposition of TTaGAos and AtroAAos. Lefèvre 
made the same change as Erasmus. Valla 
Annot. suggested sed verum, while Manetti had 
Nonne. 

5 per quos Bv. dv (“eius cui” Vg.). The Vulgate 
reading does not possess any Greek ms. support. 
See Annot. The same correction was offered by 
Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 


5 ot cuique ikåoto ws (“vnicuique sicut" 
Vg.; "vnicuique vt" 1516). See on Rom. 12,3, 
and Annot. The version of Lefévre had vt 
vnicuique. 


6 dedit incrementum vj0&£avev ("nunc incremen- 
tum dedit" late Vg.). The late Vulgate addi- 
tion of nunc is unsupported by Greek mss. By 
changing the word-order, Erasmus places more 
emphasis on incrementum. A similar transposi- 
tion occurs in the following verse. The earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Lefévre put incremen- 
tum dedit, and Manetti adauxit, all omitting 
nunc. 


7 qui dat incrementum & ox &évoov ("qui incre- 
mentum dat” Vg.). See the previous note. As 
well as being more euphonious (by avoiding 
the sequence dat deus), the changed word-order 
also helped to separate deus more clearly from 
the preceding subordinate clause. Manetti put 
qui adauget. 

8 caeterum is qui plantat 6 putevwv Sé ("Qui 
autem plantat" late Vg.). For caeterum, see on 
Act. 6,2. The addition of is, here and also before 
qui rigat, seems to be mainly for stylistic vari- 
ety, in view of Erasmus’ retention of qui ... 
qui .. qui (without is) in vs. 7. Lefèvre (both 
columns) had Quwi plantat autem, as in the 
earlier Vulgate. 

8 i5 qui rigat 6 motiLcov ("qui rigat" Vg.). See 
the previous note. Manetti put qui adaquat. 

8 ëv. In Annot., Erasmus cites the text as TO 
év, without support from his Basle mss. 


8 vnusquisque tamen &kac'ros bé (“vnusquisque 
autem" Vg; "sed vnusquisque" 1516). See on 
Iob. 1,26. Manetti proposed vmusquisque vero. 


8 suam Tov iS10v (“propriam” Vg.). See on Job. 
1,11. This change achieves consistency with the 
Vulgate rendering of the same Greek expression 
by suum later in the sentence. Lefévre’s solution 
was to use propriam mercedem and proprium 
laborem. 


8 iuxta xotd (“secundum” Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 
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?Oco80 ydp spev cuvepyol: B00 
ysopyniov, 6:08 oikoðouń tote, Kare 
Tijv xXé&piv ToU 80 Thv Bo8eioóv poi. 
as copds &pyrrékTow Sepériov TÉBEN- 
Ka, GAAos 5Sé étroikodouel. £xaoTog 
St PAetrétoo Tres éTroiKoSoyel. |! Gepé- 
Aiov yap GAAov ovdels Súvaraı Oei- 
vot, mapà Tov | xeíusvov, 65 otv 
"Inoots Xpiotés. el Bé tis momo- 
Sope Eri tov GepéAiov ToÜUTov, ypu- 
adv, &pyupov, Aí&ous tiplous, EvAa, 
Xoptov, KoAduny, BíxácTou td 
Épyov gavepov yevijoetar. fj yao 
fiuépa SnAwoe, Sti èv mupli àmo- 
KoAUTTeTar Kal éxdotou TÒ Épyov 
étroiév tom, TO TUp SoKxidoe. Mei 
Tivos TO Epyov uéver Ô éetr@Kodd- 
unos, picdv Ańyerar 5f Tivos 
TO Épyov Katakarjoetal, Jnyicbroe- 
Tor, awtds È cwbhoeta, oÜUTos DE 
cs Sick Trupós. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


?Etenim dei sumus cooperarii, 
dei agricolatio, dei aedificatio estis, 
"juxta gratiam dei quae data est 
mihi. Vt sapiens architectus funda- 
mentum posui, alius autem super 
illud aedificat. Porro quisque videat 
quomodo superstruat. !'Nam funda- 
mentum aliud nemo potest po|nere, 
praeter hoc quod positum est, quod 
est lesus Christus. "Quod si quis 
superstruit super fundamentum hoc, 
aurum, argentum, lapides preciosos, 
ligna, foenum, stipulam, ^ Pcuius- 
que opus manifestum fiet. Dies enim 
declarabit, quod in igne reuelatur: 
et cuiusque opus quale sit, ignis 
probabit. “Si cuius opus manserit 
quod superstruxit, mercedem accipi- 
et: ‘si cuius opus exustum fuerit, 
damnum patietur, ipse vero saluus 
fiet, sed sic tanquam per ignem. 


11 rapa B-E: rap A | 15 katrakanoeta A-C; karokauoeron D E 


10 superstruat B-E: superaedificet A | 11 lesus Christus B-E: christus Iesus.4 | 12 super- 
struit B-E: superaedificat A | foenum B-E: fenum 4 | 13 ait. cuiusque B-E: vniuscuiusque.4 | 
14 superstruxit B-E: superaedificauit 4 | 15 saluus fiet B-E: saluabitur 4 


9 Etenim dei Geo yap (“Dei enim" Vg). See 
on Rom. 3,7. 


9 cooperarii cuvepyoi (“adiutores” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 16,21. In Annot., Erasmus cites Augustine 
for this substitution, though he could have 
derived this information from Valla Annot., 
who advocated the same change. In Manetti 
and Lefèvre, it was cooperatores. 

9 agricolatio yecopy1ov ("agricultura estis" Vg.). 
The word agricolatio was rare in classical usage. 
It is doubtful whether Erasmus’ choice of 


wording conveys the meaning any more ac- 
curately. What he perhaps had in mind was 
that agricultura referred to the activity of farming 
rather than to the product of such activity. The 
Vulgate addition of a verb at this point has 
little explicit support from Greek mss., other 
than cod. D, Cf. Annot. The versions of 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre all omitted 
estis. 


10 iuxta «cr& (“secundum” Vg). See on 
Act. 13,23. 
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10 super illud aedificat &mowoboyei (“super- 
aedificat" Vg.). Erasmus similarly removes super- 
aedifico, a non-classical word, at three other 
passages in 1516 (Eph. 2,20; Col. 2,7; Iud. 20), 
and at a further three passages in 1519 (at the 
end of the present verse, and also in vss. 12 
and 14). At all these passages, he consistently 
used sauperstruo. The spelling érrixoSoyei, in the 
1516 edition, is a misprint. 


10 Porro quisque &kac tog 56 (“Vnusquisque 
autem" Vg). See on Job. 8,16 for porro, and on 
Rom. 12,3 for quisque. The substitution of 
quisque was presumably for the sake of stylistic 
variety, as Erasmus retained vzusquisque in vs. 8. 
Lefévre put Quisque autem. 


10 superstruat Errowoboysi (“superaedificat” Vg. 
1527; "superaedificet" 1516 - Vg. mss). See 
above, on super ... aedificat. The spelling of the 
1527 Vulgate column, lacking support from 
the Froben Vulgates of 1491 or 1514, may have 
been a misprint. In Lefévre's version, it was 
superedificat, his Vulgate column had superedificet, 
as also in Ambrosiaster (1492) and Manetti. 


11 Nam fundamentum ®epéMov yap (“Funda- 
mentum enim” Vg.). See on Job, 3,34. 


11 hoc quod positum est Tov «eluevov (“id quod 
positum est" Vg). Either rendering is a legitimate 
expansion of the Greek expression. 


11 Iesus Christus lnooUg Xpiotés ("christus 
Iesus" 1516 Lat. = Vg.). The Vulgate word-order 
is supported by codd. C°! D and a few later 
mss. The version of Lefévre had the same word- 
order as Erasmus' 1519 edition. 


12 Quod si quis et Sé mis ("Si quis autem" Vg). 
See on Rom. 2,25. 


12 superstruit ErowoSoyei (“superaedificat” 1516 
= Vg). See on vs. 10. 


12 super tmi (“supra” Vg.). See on Job. 3,31. 


13 cuiusque (twice) &áo'ov (“vniuscuiusque ... 
vniuscuiusque" Vg; "cuiusque ... vniuscuiusque" 
1516). See on Rom. 12,3. Lefévre had the same 
rendering as Erasmus' 1519 edition. 


13 fiet yevioetan (“erit” Vg.). Erasmus is more 
literal here. Manetti anticipated this change. 


13 Dies enim À yàp ńpépa (“Dies enim domini" 
late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate 
addition of domini is unsupported by Greek 
mss. See Annot. The extra word was omitted by 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 
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13 quod 571 (“quia” Vg.). See on Job. 1,20; Rom. 
5,5. Erasmus regarded the Greek expression as 
ambiguous, meaning either "because" or "that 
which”: see Annot. The same substitution was 
made by Manetti. 


13 reuelatur &mnokañómteta (“reuelabitur” Vg.). 
Erasmus is more accurate in using the present 
tense: see Annot. 


14 péver. Cod. 2815 has peivn, aorist subjunctive, 
whereas most other mss. have pévei. 


14 superstruxit Eroxxobóumos (“superaedificauit” 
1516 = Vg). See on vs. 10. 


15 exustum fuerit «ocroaxjoeroa (“arserit” Vg.). 
Erasmus conveys the sense of the Greek prefix 
KaTa-, as meaning "be completely destroyed 
by fire" rather than just "catch fire" or 
“burn”. The verb exuro also occurs in the late 
Vulgate at 2 Petr. 3,10. The spelling kara- 
Kavoetoi in 1527-35 appears to be a misprint, 
as Erasmus retains kaTakafjoeron at 2 Petr. 
3,10. 


15 damnum patietur Cpioo0rjoeron (“detri- 
mentum patietur" Vg.) Erasmus may have 
felt that damnum was more accurate, as it 
expressed the idea of "penalty" or "forfeiture" 
as well as “loss”. C£. Annot., where his sugges- 
ted rendering is damno afficietur. This change 
may be compared with his substitution of 
damnum facio for detrimentum facio at Mc. 
8,36; Phil. 3,8 (both in 1516 only) He fur- 
ther makes use of iacturam facio in translating 
the same Greek verb at Mt. 16,26; Mc. 8,36 
(1519); Lc. 9,25 (1519), while at 2 Cor. 7,9 he 
changes detrimentum patior to detrimento affi- 
cior. His rendering here is the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster. 


15 vero 56 ('autem" Vg.). See on Iob. 1,26. 
Lefévre made the same change. 


15 saluus fiet owðhostar (“saluus erit" Vg; 
"saluabitur" 1516). The substitution of saluus 
fio for saluus sum also occurs at Mt. 10,22; 
19,25; Mc. 13,13 (1516 only); Act. 11,14 (1516 
only) consistent with Vulgate usage at many 
other passages. For an opposite change from 
saluus fto to saluus sum, see on Rom. 9,27. For 
the avoidance of saluo in 1519, see on Job. 3,17. 
Manetti and Lefévre put saluabitur, as in 
Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


15 sed sic tanquam oŭTws BE cos ("sic tamen 
quasi” Vg.) See on Rom. 9,32 for Erasmus’ 
removal of quasi. Since he wished to replace 
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16 Oùk olSate STI vads 9:00 éorTe, 
Kai TO TvseUpa ToU Geo oik èv 
Univ; el Tig TÓv vadv ToU GU 
Q89elpei, pepe! ToUTov ó sós. ó yòp 
vaós ToU 9:00 yióg otv, oitivés 
ote wWyeis. 

’Mndeis fautdv eatratdto. ef 
Tig Sok copds elvai év úv, èv 


TH aidvi ToUTo pwpòs yevéoðw, 
iva yévntai copós. PÀ yap copia 


ToU kKócuou ToUTou, popia Tape 
TH Oc iom. yélypatrtar ydp, 
ʻO Spacaduevos tots cogoUs èv Ti 
Tavoupyia aùTtÕv. kal TAV, 
Küpios yivaoxet tots BioAoyicuoUs 
TOV copay, ot: eloi grado: 

21“QOote pndels Kouycobw èv áv- 
porro: mávtra yàp Uydv omv, 
Ze MaŬŭàos, sire Amoros, el- 
te Kng&s, sve kócuos, sire Coot), 
tire Odvatos, cite éveorO Ta, ei- 
te UÉAAovra:  TéÁvra  óuóOv tot, 
Sóyds 8 XpicToU, Xpiotds 68 
0&o0. 


20 cogov A B D E: swpwv C 


18 seculo C E: saeculo A B D | 
22 Apollo C-E: Apollos A B | 


quasi with tanquam, he further needed to change 
tamen to sed, in order to avoid the inelegant 
sequence of tamen tanquam. Manetti put Sic 
vero quasi, and Lefèvre sic tamen veluti. 


16 An nescitis OUx oiBarre ("Nescitis" Vg.). The 
addition of zz provided a more emphatic way 
of introducing a negative question. Similar 
additions occur at Lc. 2,49; 1 Cor. 5,6; 6,3, 15; 
9,13, 24. See also on Jof. 18,11. 


reddatur B-E: sit A | 19 
inquam B-E: om. A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


' An nescitis quod templum dei 
estis, et spiritus dei habitat in 
vobis? "Si quis templum dei pro- 
phanat, hunc perdet deus. Nam tem- 
plum dei sanctum est, quod estis 
vos. 

Ne quis se ipsum fallat. Si quis 
sibi videtur sapiens esse inter vos, 
in seculo hoc stultus fiat, vt redda- 
tur sapiens. Etenim sapientia mun- 
di huius, stultitia est apud deum. 
Scriptum est enim: | Qui com- 
prehendit sapientes in astutia ipso- 
rum. Et rursum: Dominus nouit 
cogitationes sapientium, quod sint 
vanae. 


"Itaque ne quis glorietur in 
hominibus, omnia namque vestra 
sunt, siue Paulus, siue Apollo, 


siue Cephas, siue mundus, siue vita, 
siue mors, siue praesentia, siue fu- 
tura: omnia inquam vestra sunt, 
?vos autem Christi, Christus vero 


dei. 


ipsorum B-E: sua A | 
| 23 vero B-E: autem A 


16 quod ötı ("quia" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20. 


Manetti made the same change. 


17 quis Ti; (quis autem" Vg). The Vulgate 
addition of autem lacks Greek ms. support. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same correction 
as Erasmus. 

17 prophanat qOtípew (“violauerit” Vg.). See 
on Act. 21,28, and Annot. The preference of 
Valla Annot. was for destruit, while Lefévre had 
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corrumpit. The reading of cod. 2815 was q8eípn, 
with little other ms. support. 

17 bunc perdet pepe ToUrov (“disperdet il- 
lum" Vg). Erasmus seems to have regarded 
the compound verb disperdo as unduly empha- 
tic. His word-order is less literal. The Vulgate 
use of illum may reflect the substitution of 
aUTóv for ToUTov, as in codd. A D F G and 
a few later mss. A suggestion of Valla Annot. 
was destruet bunc, while Manetti had disper- 
det hunc. The rendering of Lefèvre, corrumpet 
eum, met with objections from Erasmus in 
Annot., as the pejorative overtones of corrumpo, 
in the sense of “corrupt”, made it unsuit- 
able for referring to an action performed by 
God. 


17 Nam templum & yop vaós ("Templum 
enim" Vg.). See on Ioh. 3,34. 


18 Ne quis MnBels ("Nemo" Vg.). Similar substi- 
tutions occur at twelve other passages, consistent 
with Vulgate usage at e.g. Mt. 9,30; Mc. 7,36. 
At Eph. 5,6, nemo is replaced with ne quisquam. 
Sometimes Erasmus retains emo for unbels. 
Lefèvre put nullus. 


18 se ipsum tauTóv (“se” Vg.). See on Ioh. 11,55. 
The same change was made by Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


18 fallat &&orrocré&roo (“seducat” Vg.). Erasmus 
regarded seduco as unsuitable for expressing the 
idea of self-deceit. The same concern prompted 
similar substitutions in rendering ppevamatáo 
at Gal. 6,3 and mAavéo at 1 Job. 1,8, comparable 
with the Vulgate use of fallo for vapoAoyíGouot 
at Jac. 1,22. See further on Rom. 7,11. 


18 sibi videtur Soré ("videtur" Vg.). This inter- 
pretative addition by Erasmus gives a plainer 
continuation of the theme of self-deceit: see 
the previous note. 


18 sapiens esse inter vos coqós slvai èv óyiv 
(“inter vos sapiens esse" Vg.). The Vulgate word- 
order seems to have little Greek ms. support. 
Erasmus had the same rendering as Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre. 


18 in seculo hoc tv TH alvi roUto (“in hoc 
saeculo" Vg.). Again Erasmus’ word-order is 
more precise. The Vulgate punctuation attaches 
this phrase to the preceding words, rather than 
to what follows. 


18 reddatur y&vryvon (“sit” 1516 = Vg). Erasmus 
is more accurate, distinguishing cogós yívouot 
from cogdés cip, which was used earlier in 
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the verse. In Arnot., he also suggests using 
fiat. Manetti, for the same reason, substituted 


efficiatur. 

19 Etenim sapientia y yap copia ("Sapientia 
enim" Vg.). See on Rom. 3,7. 

19 mundi buius to kóspou roUTou ("huius 
mundi" Vg). Erasmus’ rendering follows the 
Greek word-order more literally. 


19 Qui comprehendit O 85paooóyevos (“Compre 
hendam" Vg.). The Vulgate use of the future 
tense is inaccurate, and leaves 6 untransla- 
ted (cf. the omission of ó in codd. F G). 
See Annot. The parallel passage at Job 5,13, in 
the Vulgate, has Qui apprehendit, and this was 
Lefévre's preferred translation in the present 
verse. 


19 ipsorum aùtõ&v (“eorum” Vg; "sua" 1516 
Lat.) In the Vulgate lemma of 1516 Annot., 
Erasmus incorrectly had sua, perhaps influenced 
by the variant o*& ToU in cod. 2815. The added 
emphasis of ipsorum makes a more pointed 
connection with the earlier theme of self-deceit: 
cf. Annot. The version of Manetti had sua, as 
in Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


20 rursum mv (“iterum” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 15,10. Lefévre had rursus. 


20 quod tı (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. 
This change was anticipated by Manetti. 


20 sint vanae cicli u&roao: ("vanae sunt" Vg.). 
Erasmus' use of the subjunctive is affected by 
the previous substitution of quod. The Vulgate 
word-order is less literal. 


21 Itaque ne quis “Qote unes ("Nemo itaque" 
late Vg.). See on vs. 18 regarding me quis. The 
late Vulgate word-order again follows the Greek 
text less closely. The version of Manetti had 
Itaque nullus, and Lefèvre Quare nullus. 


21 namque yap (“enim” Vg.). A similar sub- 
stitution occurs at 1 Cor. 7,16; 1 Thess. 4,9; 
Hebr. 3,3. C£. on Job. 3,34 for Erasmus’ frequent 
removal of enim. Manetti happened to anticipate 
Erasmus’ rendering here. 


22 omnia inquam wavta (“omnia enim” Vg.; 
"omnia" 1516). As pointed out in Annot., the 
Greek text (in nearly all mss.) does not repeat 
yép from vs. 21. Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefévre Comm. had the same wording as 
Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 


23 vero 5€ (“autem” 1516 = Vg). See on Job. 
1,26. The same change was made by Lefévre. 
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Ottws was Aoyiléc8w ävðpw- 

Tos, as Uitnpetas XpicToU, Kai 
olkovóuous  uuoTnpícov 8:00 25 
88 Aorróv, čnTtěrta v Toig olkovó- 
pots, iva motés tis evpeOf. —?&pol 
Se eis eAdyiotév otv, iva úg 
Wudy dvaxpi0e, Å Ud dvOpcoTi- 
vns  "uépags AA  o088 = EvauToV 
&vakptvo. ^oUbtv yàp paur 
ovvoiba, GAA’? oùk v ToUTrQ 6s5i- 
Kalwyor ó 8 óvokplvov pe, Kú- 
piós tot. Saote pt mpd Kaipov 
Ti xKpivete, gos äv EAN ó küpioc 
ds Kal gwtices TÈ kpurrà ToU 
oKOTOUSs, Kal pavepwoei Tas PovAds 
TOv KapBióv, Kal Tóre 6 Etravos 
yevijoetar exdota ard ToU 9600. 

STatta St, &deAgoi, petecyn- 
pation cis pauròv Kal ArtroAAd 


4,5 kpivere restitui: kpivetou A-E 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


4 Sic nos aestimet homo, vt mi- 
nistros Christi, et dispensatores 
mysteriorum dei: — ?quod superest 
autem, illud requiritur in dispensa- 
toribus, vt fidus aliquis reperiatur. 
3Mihi vero pro minimo est, vt a 
vobis diiudicer, aut ab humano iu- 
dicio: imo nec me ipsum diiudico. 
^Nullius enim rei mihi conscius 
sum, sed non per hoc iustificatus 
sum: caeterum qui me iudicat, do- 
minus est. ?Proinde ne ante tempus 
quicquam  iudicetis, donec venerit 
dominus: qui et illustraturus est 
occulta tenebrarum, et  patefaciet 
consilia cordium, ac tunc laus erit 
vnicuique a deo. 

$Haec autem fratres per figuram 
transtuli in me ipsum et in Apollo 


4,1 aestimet B-E: estimet A | 3 iudicio B-E: dieA | 4 per BE: in A | caeterum B-E 
(Caeterum B-D): Coeterum A | 5 patefaciet B-E: manifestaturus est A | 6 Haec B-E: Hoc A 


4,1 aestimet Noy iGécOe (“existimet” Vg.). This 
change is consistent with Vulgate usage at Rom. 
8,36; 9,8 (where Erasmus uses habeo and recenseo 
respectively). For the removal of existimo, see 
further on Rom. 2,3; 8,18. In Annot., Erasmus 
objects to the construction existimo ... vt. Lefèvre 
had reputet. 


1 mysteriorum uuo npíiov (“ministeriorum” late 
Vg.) The late Vulgate reading is plainly the 
result of scribal error within the Latin tradition. 
See Annot. The correction made by Erasmus 
agreed with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


2 quod superest autem, illud & 5& Aorróv (“Hic 
iam" Vg.). As indicated in Annot., the Vulgate 
follows a different Greek text, 8€ Aormóv, as 
in 3356 N A B C D* FG and a few other mss. 
This difference of meaning depended on the 
change of just one letter. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
2816, with D*" and most later mss. In rendering 
Aormróv elsewhere, he substitutes superest for 


reliquum est at 1 Cor. 7,29, for in reliquo at 
2 Tim. 4,8, and for de caetero at 2 Cor. 13,11; 
Eph. 6,10; Phil. 3,1; 1 Thess. 4,1; 2 Thess. 3,1. At 
1 Cor. 1,16, he replaces caeterum with praeterea, 
but puts quod reliquum est for de caetero at Phil. 
4,8. Manetti had Quod autem est reliquum, and 
Lefévre quod autem deinceps. 

2 requiritur Gwyrétvoa. ("quaeritur" Vg.). Eras- 
mus wishes to make clear that faithfulness is 
"expected" rather than "vainly sought", as a 
quality of stewards. See Annot. A similar sub- 
stitution occurs in rendering émntew at Mt. 
16,4. The same change was made by Lefèvre. 


2 in dispensatoribus tv ois olkovoyors (“inter 
dispensatores” Vg.). The reason for this change 
is that, in this passage, the apostle is not speak- 
ing of the faithfulness of one steward towards 
another, but of stewards towards their masters: 
see Annot. The version of Lefévre again made 
the same substitution. 


2 fidus morós ("fidelis" Vg.). A similar change 
occurs at Eph. 6,21; Col. 1,7; 4,7, 9; 1 Tim. 3,11. 
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More often Erasmus retains fidelis. The word 
fidus is not used in the Vulgate N.T. 


2 aliquis is (“quis” Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 3,4. 


2 reperiatur cùp (“inueniatur” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 1,41. 

3 vero bé (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 

3 diiudicer .. diiudico &voxpi8Oo ... &voxpi- 
vo) ("iudicer .. iudico" Vg). See on 1 Cor. 
2,14-15. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change. Cf. Ambrosiaster, diiudicer .. iudico. 
The use of diiudico was also proposed by Valla 
Annot. for vs. 7, below. 

3 iudico ñpépas ("die" 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus 
gives a clearer sense by treating the Greek word 
as a reference to human judgment. In Annot., 
he also followed Jerome Epist. 121, Ad Algasiam 
(CSEL 56/1, p. 42), in citing this passage as an 
example of Cilician idiom. This incurred cri- 
ticism from Stunica, rebutted by Erasmus at 
length in his Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD 
IX, 2, pp. 180-2, ll. 303-351, and again in 1522 
Annot. 


3 imo &AX' ("sed" Vg). See on Act. 19,2. 
3 nec 096€ ("neque" Vg.). See on Rom. 2,28. 


4 Nullius enim rei o96tv yap (“Nihil enim" 
Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus objected to the com- 
bination of nihil with conscius. This may be 
compared with his replacement of nibil by nulla 
. in re at 2 Cor. 12,11, and by de nulla re at 
Phil. 4,6. Lefèvre incorrectly had nichil autem 
in his main text, while retaining the Vulgate 
rendering in Comm. 


4 per hoc &v towtw (“in hoc" 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,17. 


4 caeterum qui © 5€ ("qui autem” Vg.). See on 
Act. 6,2. 

4 me iudicat &voxpiveov pe ("iudicat me” Vg.). 
On this occasion the Vulgate word-order is 
closer to the Greek. Manetti and Lefévre both 
put diiudicat me. 


5 Proinde dote (“Itaque” Vg). See on Act. 
11,17. Lefèvre put Quare. 


5 ne .. indicetis ph ... Kpivete ("nolite ... 
iudicare" Vg.). See on Rom. 11,18, and Annot. 
In all five folio editions, the itacistic error, 
Kpivetai (also occurring in codd. N A), is 
retained. The correct spelling is given in Annot., 
in accordance with codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2817 
and most other mss. In Manetti, the sentence 
began with Itaque ne iudicetts. 
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5 quicquam Tı (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by hardly any Greek mss. The ver- 
sion of Lefévre made the same change, while 
Manetti put aliquid. 


5 donec venerit &oc &v EAC (“quousque veniat" 
Vg. 1527). The wording of the 1527 Vulgate 
column here follows the Froben Vulgate of 
1514, and is also found in Lefèvre’s translation. 
A similar substitution of donec occurs at Hebr. 
1,13. Cf. also donec for quoadusque in rendering 
&ypis oŭ at Act. 7,18 (1519). Ambrosiaster had 
docec veniat. Manetti put quoadusque veniat, as 
in the earlier Vulgate, as well as the Vulgate 
column of Lefèvre. 


5 illustraturus est pgœtiosı (“illuminabit” Vg.). 
This alteration was not strictly necessary, except 
that Erasmus was conscious of the frequent 
scribal tendency to change -abit into -auit, and 
vice versa. Cf. on Rom. 2,6; Eph. 3,9. 


5 occulta tà «pur Té (“abscondita” Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at Mc. 4,22 (1519); 
1 Petr. 3,4. See also on 1 Cor. 2,7; 2 Cor. 4,2. 
Erasmus’ rendering agrees with Ambrosiaster. 


5 patefaciet pavepaoe (“manifestabit” Vg.; “ma- 
nifestaturus est” 1516). See on Rom. 1,17. 


5 acai (“et” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,25. 


6 Haec Taŭta ("Hoc" 1516 Lat.). The use of 
the singular in the 1516 Latin version is not 
supported by the accompanying Greek text or 
by Erasmus' Basle mss. 


6 per figuram transtuli ueveoxnu&rvica (“trans- 
figuraui" Vg). Elsewhere, in rendering the 
same Greek verb, Erasmus changes transfiguro 
to sumo personam at 2 Cor. 11,13, transformo at 
2 Cor. 11,14 (1516 only), transfero personam at 
2 Cor. 11,15, and further substitutes transfor- 
mo for transfiguro in rendering petapoppdopat 
at Mt. 17,2; Mc. 9,2, consistent with Vulgate 
usage at 2 Cor. 3,18. At the present passage, he 
alters the translation to make clear that the 
apostle is referring to a metaphor of language 
rather than a physical change of appearance: 
cf. Annot. 


6 me ipsum tuautév (“me” Vg.). Erasmus seeks 
to convey the added emphasis of the Greek 
reflexive pronoun. Manetti made the same 
change, while Lefévre put me ipso. 

6 in Apollo Amoro ("Apollo" Vg.). Erasmus 
repeats the preposition, apparently to ensure 
that Apollo is understood as an accusative: 
cf. Annot. 
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r?  Ou&s iva iv uiv  uá8nre, 
TO ut ümip Öö yéypatrtal  gpo- 
veiv, iva ur, eis úmèėp ToU évds 
Bt) puoroŭoðe karè ToU étépou. 


"Tí;  yáp ot BSioKxpive; Ti — BE 


éyeis, Ó oùk EAaPes; ei 6&8 xoi 
&Aapes, ti Kavyaloo, ds ph Aa- 
pov; sAn  kekopecuévoi — ioTé, 
Hn | &mAouvrücare,  xopls fuv 
épaciAeUcaTe Kal ÓgsÀóv ye éfa- 
ciAeucare, fva Kal fpeis úpīv 
oupBacAevowpev. 

? Aok yàp öt ó Geds Apads, 
TOUS  é&rrocTÓAous èoyxéTouşs, ėmė- 
Sciev cg EmiBavaíous ÓTi Oborpov 
tyevüg8nusv TH  Kócuo Kal &yyé- 
Aoi; Kai dvOporrois. 10 ueis pw- 
poi Bi& Xpioróv, wyeis 8B gopóvipoi 


8 ogsAov A C-E: woeAov B 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


propter vos, vt in nobis disceretis, ne 
quis supra id quod scriptum est, de se 
sentiat: vt ne, hic illius, ille huius no- 
mine inflemini alius aduersus alium. 
7Quis enim te diiudicat? Quid autem 
habes, quod non accepisti? Quod si 
etiam accepisti, quid gloriaris, quasi | 
non acceperis? Iam saturati estis, 
iam ditati estis, absque nobis regnum 
adepti estis: atque vtinam sane ade- 
pti sitis, vt et nos simul vobiscum 
regnemus. 

?Arbitror enim quod deus, nos 
qui sumus apostoli postremi, ostende- 
rit tanquam morti addictos: quoniam 
spectaculum facti sumus mundo et an- 
gelis et hominibus: "nos stulti pro- 
pter Christum, vos autem prudentes 


8 sane adepti D E: om. A, adepti B C | 9 addictos B-E: obnoxios 4 


6 disceretis u&ðnTe (“discatis” Vg.). See on Rom. 
11,19 for Erasmus' substitution of the imperfect 
subjunctive. 


6 ne quis td ph (“ne” Vg). In cod. 2815, tó 
was omitted, in company with F G and a few 
later mss. Erasmus adds quis, to alleviate the 
transition from the second person plural (dis- 
ceretis) to third person singular (sentiat). Valla 
Annot. and Lefévre changed ne to non. 


6 id quod & (“quam” Vg.). Erasmus is more 
precise here. See Annot. However, the Vulgate 
rendering could equally have been based on a 
Greek text having &, as in P“ N A B C 0289 
and a few other mss. Erasmus follows his codd. 
2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, and 
also D F G and most other mss. The same 
change was made by Valla Annot., Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


6 dese sentiat: vt ne ppoveiv, iva ut (Vg. omits). 
The Vulgate omission would imply an under- 
lying Greek text which passed directly from 
ytypamrtaı to els, omitting the intervening 


words. There are a few mss. which have iva 
uh (as in P” N* A B F G 0289"), while 
cod. D* has just iva, but the omission of all 
three words appears to lack ms. support. The 
main textual point at issue is whether ppoveiv 
was a later explanatory addition, or whether 
the omissions of one or more words repre- 
sented diverse attempts to amend phraseology 
which certain scribes imagined to be repeti- 
tious. Erasmus follows his codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
Nor Crid por 0285"4 and most later mss. See 
Annot. His addition of de se is comparable with 
the interpretation suggested by Valla Annot., 
sentire (id est, de vobis sentire) ne. Manetti had 
sapiatis vt and added non before infletur, while 
Lefévre put sentire, ne. 


6 hic illius ille buius nomine ... alius aduersus 
alium els Umip ToU évds ... kaT& TOU ÉrÉpou 
("vnus aduersus alterum .. pro alio" Vg.) 
Erasmus makes better sense of the Greek 
idiom. See Annot. Comparable additions of 
nomine occur at 2 Cor. 5,20 (nomine Christi 


LB 676 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS PRIMA 46-10 


for pro Christo); 8,23 (Titi nomine for pro Tito); 
1 Thess. 3,7 (1516 only: nomine vestro for in 
vobis). Valla Annot. suggested quis pro altero 
aduersus alium, while Ambrosiaster (1492) and 
Manetti put vnus pro vno ... aduersus alterum, 
and Lefèvre vnus pro alio ... contra alium. 

6 inflemini wt puciotobe (“infletur” Vg.). The 
Vulgate use of the third person singular is not 
explicitly supported by Greek mss. Erasmus 
adds ut) from cod. 2817, with support from 
cod, 1 and many other late mss. In his codd. 
2105, 2815, 2816, uf was omitted at this point, 
as in many other mss, commencing with 
PÉN A B C DFG. See Annot. The render- 
ing of Valla Annot. was the same as that of 
Erasmus. Manetti put zoz infletur (see above, 
on fva pn). 

7 diiudicat Bioxpiver ("discernit" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 14,23. In 1535 Annot., Erasmus seems to 
suggest that a better reading would be ti yáp 
ct Siakpiveis, though this had no ms. support. 
Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre all made the 
same substitution as in Erasmus’ version. 


7 Quod si ci Sé (“Si autem” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 2,25. 


7 etiam «ai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
has negligible support among the Greek mss. 


8 ditati estis &inAou care ("diuites facti estis" 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 1,5. Manetti anticipated this 
change. 

8 absque xcopis ("sine" Vg.). See on Rom. 3,21. 
8 regnum adepti estis tBaoikevoate (“regnatis” 
late Vg. and some Vg. mss., with Vg"; "regna- 
uistis” some Vg. mss, with Vg"). Erasmus 
renders the Greek aorist more precisely. The 
substitution of regnum adipiscor was partly for 
the sake of variety, in view of the use of 
regnemus in rendering cuuBaciAeUocouev later 
in the verse. Elsewhere Erasmus always uses 
the verb regno for BaciAevo. In Annot., he also 
suggests regnum consequuti estis. Valla Annot. had 
regnastis, and Manetti and Lefèvre regnauistis. 

8 atque xai ("et" Vg.). See on Iob. 1,25. Manetti 
made the same change. 

8 ógeAov. The temporary change to &osAov in 
1519 (also found in cod. D*" and a few later 
mss., but not in cod. 3) was possibly just a 
printer's error, though another such substitution 
occurs in 1519 at 2 Cor. 11,1. 

8 sane ye (omitted in 1516-22 Lat. = Vg.). The 
Vulgate omission was probably no more than 


213 


an imprecision of translation, though ye is 
omitted in codd. D* F G. 


8 adepti sitis iQaciAeUcarrs (“regnetis” late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss.; "sitis" 1516). See on regnum 
adepti, above. Valla Annot. suggested regnasse- 
tis, while Manetti had regnaueritis, and Lefèvre 
regnauissetis. 

8 simul vobiscum regnemus Gyiv cupPaoidAevow- 
uev ("vobiscum regnemus" late Vg. and some 
Vg. mss.). For the addition of simul, see on Rom. 
2,15. Manetti had vobiscum regnaremus, as in 
some mss. of the earlier Vulgate. 


9 Arbitror Aox®& ("Puto" Vg.). A similar sub- 
stitution occurs at 2 Cor. 12,19. At 1 Cor. 7,40 
(1519), Erasmus replaces puto with opinor. More 
often he retains puto, videor, or existimo for this 
Greek verb. 


9 qui sumus apostoli postremi tous &mooTó- 
Aous toy &rous ("apostolos nouissimos" Vg.). 
By changing this into a relative clause, Erasmus 
takes tox &rous to refer to those who were “the 
last to become apostles”, though the Greek 
wording could be understood as meaning that 
these apostles were “put on display in the last 
position", i.e. subjected to greater humiliation 
or danger. He substitutes postremus for nouissi- 
mus at Mt. 12,45; 20,8 (1519); Mc. 9,35; 10,31; 
12,6, 22; Le. 13,30 (1519), and for nouissime at 
1 Cor. 15,8. The word postremus does not occur 
in the Vulgate N.T. The version of Manetti put 
apostolos vitimos. 


9 ostenderit &mébei£ev. (“ostendit” Vg.). Eras- 
mus often prefers to use the subjunctive for 
indirect statements of this kind. Manetti put 
demonstrauit. 


9 morti addictos trmPavotious (morti desti- 
natos" Vg.; "morti obnoxios" 1516). Erasmus’ 
phrase morti addictus ("condemned to death" 
rather than "destined for death") more aptly 
expresses the metaphor of the condemned 
prisoner. For this usage, see Valla Elegantiae, 
V, 28; Erasmus Parapbr. in Eleg. Laur. Vallae, 
ASD 1, 4, p. 216, ll. 211-212. The only other 
N.T. passage where Erasmus uses addictus is at 
2 Petr. 2,19, where he has in seruitutem addictus 
in rendering 5ovAóc. He is content to use 
destinatus mactationi in rendering opayñs at 
Rom. 8,36 (1519). See Annot. For obnoxius, see 
on Rom. 3,9. Manetti put moribundos, and 
Lefévre morti deputatos. 


9 quoniam &1i (“quia” Vg.). See on Rom. 8,21. 
The same change was made by Manetti. 
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tv Xpiot& fpes &cOeveis, Uyeis &è 
loxupot: óueis EvSo€oi, ńueřşs 58 &mi- 
pot. "&ypr tis &ápmr pas Kal 
mevõpev, Kal Onyógtv, Kal yup- 
vntevopev, Kai KoAagijóus0a, kal 
&cTocroÜpev, Voi KoTridpev, èp- 
yačópevoi tais iSiais xepot Aoido- 
poUuevoi, — eUAoyoUuev: Siwkópevor, 
&vexóue8oc 3 BAaoonuoUpevoi, Tapa- 
KaAoÜuev: ds mepıkaðáppata — ToU 
Kócgou èyevńðnpev, Trávrov  rrepí- 
ynua gos pri.  Moùk ivrpémov 
Uóu&s ypápw TaUTa, GAA’ ws TÉKVA 
pou &yarmr& vouOeTÓO. 

Edy yàp pupíous Troi15oycyoUs 
Eyre Ev. Xpiotd, GAA’ oU qroAAoUs 


matépas. èv yap Xpiote  'Inco0, 
Sa ToU evayyeAiou yò vyas 
Éyévvnca. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


per Christum: nos imbecilles, vos au- 
tem validi: vos clari, nos contempti. 
"Ad hoc vsque tempus et esurimus 
et sitimus et nudi sumus et colaphis 
caedimur et incertis vagamur sedibus 
et laboramus operantes propriis ma- ' 
nibus: male audientes, benedicimus: 
persequutionem patientes, sustinemus: 
Bconuitiis affecti, obsecramus: veluti 
excrementa mundi facti sumus, om- 
nium reiectamentum ad hunc vsque 
diem. “Non quo vos pudore suffun- 
dam, haec scribo: sed vt filios meos 
dilectos admoneo. 

5 Nam etiam si innumeros paeda- 
gogos habeatis in Christo, non multos 
tamen habetis patres. Siquidem in 
Christo Iesu, per euangelium ego vos 
genui. 


10 per Christum B-E: in Christo 4 | 11 caedimur B-E: cedimur A | 13 ad hunc vsque B-E: 
vsque ad huncA | 15 habeatis in Christo, B-E: habeatis, in Christo | habetis B-E: om. A 


10 per Christum tv XpioG (“in Christo" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 


10 imbecilles &cOcveis (“infirmi” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 8,3. 

10 validi ioyupoi ("fortes" Vg). This change 
was consistent with Vulgate usage at Mt. 14,30; 
Lc. 15,14; Hebr. 5,7. However, at 1 Cor. 1,27, 
Erasmus’ preferred antithesis for imbecillis was 
robustus: see ad loc. 

10 dari évS0Gor (“nobiles” Vg.). As pointed 
out in Annot., Év6oEos refers to fame and repu- 
tation, as distinct from evyevts which refers 
to nobility of birth (cf. 1 Cor. 1,26). Erasmus 
further mentions gloriosi as an alternative trans- 
lation, resembling the Vulgate use of gloriosus 
to render the same Greek word at Eph. 5,27. 
Manetti put honorati, and Lefèvre insignes. 

10 zos (3rd.) fjpeis BE (“nos autem" Vg.). The 
Vulgate is more literal here. Erasmus evidently 
regarded the repetition of autem as superfluous. 
Lefèvre put zos vero. 


10 contempti &rwoi ("ignobiles" Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus distinguishes &rigos from éyevijs, 
and additionally suggests infamis or obscurus. 
He uses contemptus to replace sime bomore in 
rendering the same Greek word at Mc. 6,4, 
and also to replace contemptibilis in render- 
ing &&ovOevnuévos at 1 Cor. 1,28; 6,4; 2 Cor. 
10,10. Manetti had inhonorati, and Lefèvre 
ignominiost. 

11 Ad hoc vsque tempus &ypi TÄS Spt &pas 
("Vsque in hanc horam" Vg). See on lob. 
5,35 for other substitutions of tempus, and on 
Act. 1,2 for ad ... vsque. Manetti put vsque in 
praesentem boram, and Lefèvre In hanc vsque 
boram. 


11 yupvntevouev. The reading of codd. 2105 
and 2817 was yupvitevouey, also attested by 
N Ac Ber C Der F G 0289 and many other 
mss. Erasmus' text follows cod. 2815, suppor- 
ted by 1 and 2816, with P* and many further 
mss. 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS PRIMA 


11 incertis vagamur sedibus &o-rocroüysv (“insta- 
biles sumus" Vg.). Erasmus’ expanded rendering 
captures the meaning more accurately in the 
present context, i.e. referring to the lack of a 
permanent home rather than unsteadiness of 
purpose or beliefs. See Annot. The version of 
Lefévre was vagi sumus. 


12 propriis manibus vois iBtous xepoí (“manibus 
nostris" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,11. The same change 
was made by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


12 male audientes rorSopoúpevo: ("maledicimur 
et" Vg.) Erasmus' translation follows Valla 
Annot. in reproducing the form of the Greek 
participle: see Annot. Other suggestions of Valla 
were vituperati, or contumelia affecti, or cum 
maledicimur. Manetti had Obiurgamur et, and 
Lefèvre conuiciis lacessiti. 

12 persequutionem patientes Biwxdyevor (“per- 
secutionem patimur et” Vg.). In cod. 2815, the 
words Sicokóuevoi &veyóue8a were transposed 
after TrapakaAotpev in vs. 13, contrary to the 
testimony of most other mss. For Erasmus’ 
treatment of the participle, see the previous 
note. This change again followed a proposal of 
Valla Annot., which also contained the alterna- 
tive renderings exagitat and cum persecutionem 
patimur. Lefèvre put afflicti. 


13 conuitiis affecti BhaoonuoUuevoi ("blasphe- 
mamur et" Vg.). See on Act. 13,45, and Annot. 
In Valla Annot., this was variously rendered as 
blasphemati or cum blasphemamur. Lefèvre put 
execrati. 


13 veluti ds (“tanquam” Vg.). See on Rom. 
3,7. 


13 excrementa Treepikabdpyata (“purgamenta” 
Vg.). The less pungent Vulgate expression seems 
nearer to the sense of the Greek word. Possibly 
Erasmus considered that purgamentum was am- 
biguous, as it can refer not only to something 
which required cleaning away but also to the 
means of such cleaning. Manetti had purga- 
mentum, in the singular. 


13 mundi toU kócyou ("huius mundi" Vg.). 
The Vulgate addition of huius lacks Greek ms. 
support. See on Rom. 3,6, and Annot. The same 
correction was made by Lefèvre. 


13 reiectamentum mepiynyua ("peripsema" Vg.). 
In Annot., Erasmus follows Valla Annot. in ob- 
jecting that the Vulgate has merely transliterated 
the Greek word without conveying the mean- 
ing. Although retectamentum is a non-classical 
word, Erasmus also uses it at Phil. 3,8 (1522), 
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to render oxüpoAov. The rendering suggested 
by Valla was puluis vestigiorum. Manetti had 
putamina, and Lefèvre scoria. 


13 ad bunc vsque diem &cos &pmi ("vsque adhuc" 
Vg; "vsque ad hunc diem" 1516). See on 
Iob. 2,10. Manetti put vsque modo. 


14 quo vos pudore suffundam ivtpéttwov ou&s 
(“vt confundam vos" Vg.). For quo, see on Rom. 
1,13. A similar substitution of pudore suffundo 
occurs at 2 Thess. 3,14. In Annot., Erasmus alter- 
natively suggests rubore suffundo, which he uses 
to replace vereor in rendering the same Greek 
verb at Tit. 2,8. He further changes erubesco to 
pudore suffundo in rendering Kataicyvve at 
2 Cor. 9,4. Cf. also his use of pudor for &vrporr 
at 1 Cor. 15,34, and see on Rom. 5,5 regarding 
the removal of confundo. 


14 dilectos &yannté (“charissimos” Vg.). See 
on Act. 15,25, and Annot. The same change was 
made by Manetti and Lefévre. 


14 admoneo vovet® (“moneo” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 15,14. Lefévre made the same change. 


15 etiam si Edw ("si^ Vg.). Erasmus adds etiam 
to complete the sense, in view of the contrast 
provided by the following &AA’. Lefèvre, for 
the same reason, had put tametsi. 


15 innumeros paedagogos wupious traisayw- 
yous (“decem milia paedagogorum” Vg.). In 
Annot., Erasmus argues that uupíous here just 
means a very large number, rather than having 
its more literal sense as "tens of thousands". 
Another such change occurs at Hebr. 12,22, 
where Erasmus replaced multorum milium fre- 
quentiam with innumerabilium coetum in ren- 
dering uupi&civ. Cf. also the Vulgate use 
of multis turbis for uupiáBoov ToU. dSyAov at 
Le. 12,1 (replaced by Erasmus with innume- 
ra turbae multitudo). At the present passage, 
the mathematically-minded Lefèvre put denos 
millenos ... paedagogos. 


15 non multos tamen &AN oF TrOAAOUs ("sed 
non multos" Vg.). After an earlier si, the use 
of tamen was less abrupt than sed. A comparable 
change occurs at 2 Cor. 13,4, using quamuis ... 
tamen to replace etsi ... sed, in rendering sl. ... 
GAA. Lefèvre had non tamen multos. 


15 babetis (omitted in 1516 = Vg). Erasmus 
supplies a verb, to complete the sense. 

15 Siquidem yáp ("Nam" Vg). See on Job. 
4,47. Manetti and Lefèvre used ezim, but with 
differences of word-order. 
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TlapoxaAG otv (Ops, 
you ylivec8s. — "81k totTo érepya 
Gpiv Tipó0cov, Óg oti Tékvov pou 
&yarrn|Tóv kai motov év kupiw, ös 
Ouág &vapvrjice tas 6500s pou TAŞ 
év Xpiotd: Kabas mavtaxoŭ év Tác 
ékkAnoia SiSdoKw. as uf épyopé- 
vou é pou mpòs Üpüs, épucic0n- 
ody tives. — PéAeUcoygon St Tay&cos 
Tpós ÜOp&s, àv ó küpios 9eAfon, 
Kai yvocopat oU Tov Aóyov TÓV 
T&pucicouévov, GAAG Thy Súvapıv. 
? oj yàp iv Aóyo ^ Baocneia Tod 
0co0, AAA? èv Buvápe. 7 oi GéAeTe; 
tv pB £A0c Trpds Uyas, Å èv 
&yarrn TwveUpaTi TE trpadtntos; 


muntai 


"OAcs éoueroi èv piv mop- 
veía, Kal TolauTn Tropveía ÑTIS 
oust év Toig £Oveciv  óvouóZeron, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


'*Adhortor itaque vos, vt imita- 
tores mei sitis. " Hac de causa misi 
vobis Timo | theum, qui est filius meus 
dilectus, et fidelis in domino, qui vo- 
bis in memoriam reducet vias meas: 
quae sunt in Christo, quemadmo- 
dum vbique in omni ecclesia doceo. 
!8 Perinde quasi non sim venturus ad 
vos, inflati sunt quidam. Sed veniam 
breui ad vos, si dominus voluerit, et 
cognoscam non sermonem istorum 
qui inflati sunt, sed virtutem. Non 
enim in sermone regnum est dei, sed 
in virtute. ?'Quid vultis? Cum virga 
venio ad vos, an cum charitate et 
spiritu lenitatis? 


Omnino auditur inter vos stu- 
prum, et huiusmodi stuprum 
quod nec inter gentes nominatur, 


19 istorum B-E: eorum A | virtutem B-E: potentiam A | 20 virtute B-E: potentia A | 


21 Cum B-E:InA | cum B-E: in 4 


5,1 prius stuprum B-E: fornicatio A | alt. stuprum B-E: fornicatio 4 | quod B-E: quae A 


16 Adbortor Napaxadd ("Rogo" Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at 2 Cor. 8,6; 9,5. See also 
on Portor at Act. 27,22, and Annot. 


16 itaque oÙv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Rom. 13,10. 
Lefèvre put igitur. 


16 vt... sitis yiveoðe ("estote, sicut et ego Chris- 
ti” late Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus recommends, 
more accurately, the use of fiatis. The additional 
clause of the late Vulgate has support from 
only a few of the later Greek mss. As suggested 
in Annot., these words were probably a harmo- 
nisation with 1 Cor. 11,1. Erasmus lists the 
passage among the Quae Sint Addita. The ren- 
dering of the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and 
Lefévre was just estote. 

17 Hac de causa Sià toto ("Ideo" Vg.). See 


on Rom. 13,6. Erasmus follows the rendering 
of Lefèvre. 


17 vobis (1st.) óyiv ("ad vos” Vg.). Erasmus is 
more literal here. 


17 dilectus &yannTóv (“charissimus” Vg.). See 
on Act. 15,25, and Annot. The same change was 
made by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


17 vobis in memoriam reducet 9p&s &vayvtica 
(“vos commonefaciat" Vg.). Erasmus probably 
disliked the use of a double accusative, both 
for the persons being reminded and for the 
thing of which they were reminded. A possible 
alternative was vos commonefaciat de viis meis 
(cf. 1 Tim. 4,6, where Erasmus has De bis si 
commonefeceris fratres). However, it was temp- 
ting to borrow from the idiomatic rendering 
of Lefévre, who offered exactly the wording 
which Erasmus now used. Manetti had vos 
commonefaciet, as in some editions of the late 
Vulgate. 
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EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS PRIMA 4,16-5,1 


17 Christo Xpioté (“Christo Iesu" late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). The insertion of Jesu by part 
of the Vulgate tradition corresponds with the 
addition of Inco? in P“ N C (D* F G) and 
about seventy later mss. Erasmus follows his 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
2816, with A B D^" and about 520 later 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 186-8). Manetti and Lefèvre Comm, likewise 


omitted Jesu. 


17 quemadmodum «atc ("sicut" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Yet again Erasmus has the same 
wording as Lefèvre. In this verse he agrees with 
Lefévre Comm. in thirty-one out of thirty-two 
words, compared with twenty-three in Manetti 
and twenty-two in the Vulgate. 


18 Perinde quasi os ("Tanquam ... sic” Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at Hebr. 11,27, and 
quasi is also altered to perinde quasi at 2 Cor. 
11,21; 1 Petr. 4,12. Erasmus further makes use 
of perinde ... atque (or ... ac) at Mt. 22,39 (1522); 
1 Cor. 11,5; 1 Thess, 2,7, and perinde ... vt at 
2 Petr. 3,8. The word perinde nowhere appears 
in the Vulgate. For the use of this word, see 
Valla Elegantiae, IL, 50; Erasmus Parapbr. in 
Eleg. Laur. Vallae, ASD I, 4, p. 294, ll. 400-406. 
Manetti and Lefévre both had tanquam, omitting 
sic before inflati. í 


18 sim venturus Èpyopėvou pou (“ven- 
turus sim” Vg.). For the earlier position of 
sim, see on Rom. 2,27. ïn this instance, the 
change ensures that the participle venturus stands 
next to its associated prepositional phrase. Cf. 
Annot. In Manetti, this was rendered by me ... 
venturo. 


19 Sed veniam éhesoopai Sé ("Veniam autem” 
Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 


19 breui ad vos tayéws mpds tyds (“ad 
vos cito” late Vg.). Erasmus is more literal 
as to the word-order. See on Rom. 16,20 for 
breui. The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and 
Lefévre put cito ad vos, and Manetti celeriter ad 
vos. 


19 istorum qui T&v ("eorum qui” 1516 = Vg.). 
For the pejorative connotation of iste, see on 
lob. 2,18. Lefèvre replaced eorum qui inflati sunt 
with inflatorum. 


19 virtutem tiv S0vagw (“potentiam” 1516). 
See on Rom. 1,4. A similar temporary change 
to potentia, in 1516, also occurs in vs. 20. 
Lefévre preferred potestatem. 
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20 regnum est dei y BaciAeia oO OcoU (“est 
regnum dei" Vg.). The Latin word-order is un- 
affected by the Greek text, which lacks a verb. 


20 virtute Buvduer (“potentia” 1516). See on 
vs. 19, and on Rom. 1,4. Lefévre again had 
potestate. 


21 Cum virga tv åB (“In virga" 1516 
7 Vg) To obtain a clearer sense, Erasmus 
treats év as denoting something which the 
apostle would (figuratively) bring with him: 
see Annot., and see also on Rom. 1,4. 


21 venio EAOw (“veniam” Vg.). It is arguable 
that the Vulgate use of the future tense is better 
suited to the context, as vs. 19 shows that the 
apostle is referring to a possible future visit 
rather than one which has already begun. 


21 cum charitate tv &y dr (“in charitate" 1516 
= Vg.). See on tv pf 8c, above, and on Rom. 
1,4. Lefèvre put in dilectione. 


21 lenitatis wpgdtntos ("mansuetudinis" Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at 2 Cor. 10,1; Col. 
3,12 (1516 only). Erasmus more often prefers 
mansuetudo for this Greek word, and even 
replaces lenitas with mansuetudo at Gal. 6,1. In 
1519, he tended to use /enitas for paxpobupia: 
see on Rom. 2,4. 


5,1 stuprum (twice) Topveia (“fornicatio” 1516 
= Vg.). See on Job. 8,41, and Annot. In Manetti, 
et talis fornicatio was omitted. 


1 huiusmodi Town (“talis” Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at 1 Cor. 11,16; 2 Cor. 
3,4, 12, consistent with late-Vulgate usage at 
many other passages. However, Erasmus quite 
often retains /alis, and even substitutes it for 
buiusmodi and eiusmodi at Mc. 9,37 and 1 Cor. 
16,16, respectively. For Manetti's rendering, see 
the previous note. 


1 quod firmis ( qualis" Vg.; “quae” 1516). Erasmus 
is more accurate here, as qualis is elsewhere 
confined to rendering ofos, órroios, roios, or 
Trororrós. Manetti and Lefèvre had quae (spelled 
que in Manetti), as in Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 


1 nominatur óvopnáteroa (Vg. omits). The Vul- 
gate omission is supported by P* N* ABC 
D F G and twelve other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 
2816, and also P N and about 570 other 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 188-90). In 1516 Annot., he commended 
óvouáteran, as supplying an emphasis which 
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oTe yuvaikà Tiva ToU TraTpós Éysiv: 
?kai Upeis rrepucicouévoi &oé, Kal ovyi 
UGAAov étrevOrjoarte, iva éapbi Ex pé- 
cou Udy, ó TO Épyov toUTO moas. 

SP Eye piv yáp, os dtrav TH copa- 
Ti Tapdv è 16 trvevpoti, fjbn ké- 
Kpika ds Trapwv, Tov oUTws ToUTO 
karepyacdpevov, fv TH dvdpati tot 
Kupiou fjuóv 'InooU Xpiotot, cuvay- 
Gévtoov Udy kai ToU guoU mvevLaTos, 
ouv Tij Suváue ToU Kupiou fydy 'In- 
coU XpicToU, TapaboUvar tov TOI- 
oUTov TH carav& eis OAs0pov TÄS 
capkós, iva TÒ mveŭpa owbi} iv Ti 
fiuépa ToU Kupiou ‘Inco. 


5,4 alt. nuo B-E: om. A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


vt aliquis vxorem patris habeat. ?Et 
vos inflati estis, ac non potius luxi- 
stis, vt tolleretur de medio vestrum, 
qui facinus hoc perpetrasset. 
3Nam ego quidem, vt absens 
corpore, praesens autem spiritu, 
iam decreui tanquam praesens, 
vt is qui sic hoc patrauit, ‘in 
nomine domini nostri lesu Chris- 
ti, congregatis vobis et meo spi- 


ritu, vna cum potestate domini 
nostri lesu Christi, — 5tradatur sa- 
tanae ad interitum carnis, quo 


spiritus saluus sit in die domini 
Iesu. 


2 facinus B-E: factum A | 5 domini B-E: domini nostri 4 


was necessary to the sense of the passage. 
However, in 1519 he retreated from his earlier 
opinion and seemingly decided that the Vulgate 
wording was genuine ("lectionem synceram”). 
The question here is whether some early scribe 
or editor added óvouáZeroa (supposedly adapted 
from Eph. 5,3) to complete an elliptical Greek 
turn of phrase, or whether the absence of a verb 
from a few mss. creates such unusual syntax 
that it may legitimately be suspected that an 
ancient scribe accidentally omitted this word. 
The use of inuenitur in Manetti may suggest 
that he too was consulting a ms. in which òvo- 
p&&erot was omitted. Lefèvre put nominatur. 

1 vt dote (“ita vt" Vg). See on Rom. 7,6. 
Lefévre made the same change. 

1 aliquis vxorem patris yuvoiká Tiva TOU Tracrpós 
("vxorem patris sui aliquis" late Vg. and some 
Vg. mss.). Erasmus has a more natural Latin 
word-order: cf. Ambrosiaster, quis vxorem patris. 
Lefévre contented himself with substituting 
quispiam for aliquis. 

2 ac xai (“et” Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 

2 potius u&AAov (“magis” Vg). See on Act. 
20,35. 


2 luxistis trevðńoarte ("luctum habuistis" Vg.). 
Erasmus' rendering reproduces the form of the 
Greek verb more precisely, consistent with 
Vulgate usage of /geo for trevOéw at other 
passages. However, a reader could confuse /uxistis 
(“you have mourned”) with the perfect tense 
of luceo (“shine”). Manetti anticipated the change 
made by Erasmus, while Lefévre substituted 
ingemuistis. 

2 tolleretur apèi (“tollatur” Vg.). For a similar 
change of tense, see on 1 Cor. 4,6 (disceretis). 
This substitution agreed with the rendering of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


2 facinus hoc tò épyov toto (“hoc opus" Vg.; 
“factum hoc” 1516). Erasmus’ rendering is 
more exact as to the word-order. For his use 
of factum in 1516, see on Job. 3,21. In 1519, 
the substitution of the more pejorative faci- 
nus (“misdeed” or “outrage”) was well-suited to 
the context. The only other passage where 
Erasmus uses facinus is at Act. 18,14, where he 
adopts the Vulgate rendering of Sadio”vpynua. 
His translation of the present passage was 
probably influenced by Lefèvre, who had boc 
facinus. 
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2 perpetrasset Tortus (“fecit” Vg.). Again Eras- 
mus chooses a more colourful word, appropriate 
to the context. For his use of perpetro in ren- 
dering katepydGopar at several passages, see 
on Rom. 1,27. Manetti had fecerit, and Lefévre 
admisit. 

3 Nam yóáp (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by only a few of the later Greek 


mss. The version of Lefèvre began the sentence 
with Ego enim, omitting quidem. 


3 vt ws (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission was 
this time supported by P!'"'4 46 N A B C D* 
and a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816, with 
De F G and most other mss. It has been 
suggested that scribes inserted cos before &rrov 
to correspond with cs Tapov later in the 
verse. Another possibility is that an ancient 
scribe who found os in his exemplar might 
have decided to omit the word, on the grounds 
that the apostle's absence from Corinth was 
real and not imagined. If authentic, the twofold 
use of cx in this verse, to mean “as” in the 
first instance and "as though" in the second, 
would be consistent with Pauline usage at 
1 Cor. 9,20-1. Lefévre made the same change 
as Erasmus. 


3 decreui xixpixa (“iudicaui” Vg). See on Act. 
15,19. Lefèvre retained ixdicaui but placed it 
after praesens (2nd.). 


3 tanquam cs ("vt^ Vg.). This substitution was 
for the sake of variety, in view of Erasmus’ 
earlier insertion of vt before absens, and the fact 
that he also wished to use wt to introduce the 
next clause. Other substitutions of tanquam for 
vt occur at 2 Cor. 6,8 (1516 only); Eph. 6,6; Phil. 
2,12; 1 Thess. 2,7. The same change was made 
by Lefévre. 


3-5 vt is ... tradatur tov ... rapabo0von Tov 
ToioUTov (“eum ... tradere huiusmodi" Vg). 
The Vulgate is more literal, whereas Erasmus 
changes the grammatical structure, to clarify 
the meaning. This alteration was an improve- 
ment on the cumbersome wording of Lefévre, 
who put eum .. vt ... traderem ... eum ipsum. 
Manetti had eum ... tradere talem. 


3 otros. In Annot., in a confusingly worded 
sentence, Erasmus appears to suggest that some 
mss. add oŭTws before toUTo in vs. 2, and not 
in vs. 3. However, virtually all mss., including 
those which Erasmus consulted at Basle, have 
oUTos here in vs. 3 rather than in vs. 2. 
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3 boc totrto (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by codd. F G, but may have arisen 
as an imprecision of translation. See Annot. In 
Lefévre, boc was added before sic. 


3 patrauit «c repyacópevov ("operatus est" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,27. In Annot., Erasmus gives 
perpetrauit as an alternative. However, having 
used perpetro to render Totéw in vs. 2, he now 
wanted a different verb. He also uses patro to 
render katepyáčopar at one other passage, 
1 Petr. 4,3. He retains operor in similar contexts 
at Mt. 7,23 (operamini iniquitatem) and Rom. 
13,10 (malum non operatur). 


4 vna cum ovv ( "cum" Vg.). See on Act. 1,22, 
and Annot. 

4 potestate T) Suvdper (“virtute” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,4, and Annot. The same change was 
made by Lefèvre. 


4 nostri (2nd.) fjuv (Vg. omits). The word 
fiudv was omitted by 3B 6 and a few later mss. 
In 1516, the omission of ju, in conflict with 
Erasmus' Greek mss. as well as the accompany- 
ing Latin text, might conceivably have been 
influenced by the Vulgate (or Ambrosiaster), 
but it seems more likely that it was caused by 
an error of the typesetter. 


4 Christi (2nd.) Xpic toU (Vg. omits). The Vul- 
gate omission is supported by p% N A B D* 
and a few later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816 and 
most other mss., commencing with p" D^ 
F G. The same correction was made by Manetti 
and Lefévre. 


5 ad eis (“in” Vg.). Erasmus often prefers ad 
where eis designates a purpose. See e.g. on Rom. 
1,16; 5,16. Sometimes such changes are for the 
sake of varying the vocabulary. 


5 quo iva ("vt^ Vg.). See on Rom. 1,13. 


5 die ti fjuépa: (“diem” Annot., lemma). The 
1527 Vulgate column and most other Vulgate 
copies have die. 


5 lesu'lnco0 (“nostri Iesu Christi” late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.; "nostri lesu" 1516 Lat.). The late 
Vulgate corresponds with Juv “Incot Xpi- 
oto, as in codd. A F G. Another variant is 
"Inco Xpic ToO, as in cod. D, while 39$ B 
completely omit. These readings are each sup- 
ported by a few later mss. Erasmus' Greek text 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, with support 
from 1, 2105, 2816, with P*'4 N and most 
later mss. See Annot. The same change was 
made by Manetti and Lefévre. 
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SOU koAóv TO xaUynua Udy. 
ovk oiSate Ot: kp Cuun ÓAov 
TÒ qUpapa  Zupoi; 7 ikkaBérporre 
oUv Thy tradadv čúunv, iva re 


véov  qUpapa, Kaas ote  ALv- 
Hoi. Kol yòp TO Tócya fjuów 
mtp fjuóv èrúðn Xpiotéds. Faorte 


éoptagewpev, ut) èv Coun maag, 


unde èv Cuyn Kakias Kol Tovn- 
pias, GAA’? èv &Cupois  eidixpiveias 
xol éAnGeias. 


P"Eypa|wa piv èv ti émoto- 
pu ouvavapiyvuobai  Trópvois 
Kal où  TávrOS Tolg;  TrÓpvois 


6 vuov E: nuwv A-D 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


$Non est bona gloriatio vestra. 
An nescitis quod paululum fermenti 
totam conspersionem fermentat? 7 Ex- 
purgate itaque vetus fermentum, vt 
sitis noua conspersio, sicut estis infer- 
mentati. Nam et pascha nostrum pro 
nobis immolatus est Christus. *Itaque 
festum celebremus, non in fermento 
veteri, nec in fermento maliciae et ver- 
sutiae, sed in panibus fermento caren- 
tibus, hoc est, synceritate et veritate. 

?Scripsi vobis per epistolam: Ne 
commisceremini | cum scortatoribus: 
"ac non omnino cum scortatoribus 


9 per epistolam B-E: in epistola.4 | Ne B-E: Ne denuo 4 | scortatoribus B-E: fornicariis A | 
10 omnino B-E: vtique A | scortatoribus B-E: fornicariis A 


6 óuó&v. The spelling fjuóv in 1516-27, in 
conflict with the Latin rendering and Erasmus' 
Basle mss., was probably a misprint. 

6 An nescitis oux ofGorre ("Nescitis" Vg.). See 
on 1 Cor. 3,16. 

6 quod Gri (“quia” Vg.) See on Job. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 

6 paululum mxpå ("modicum" Vg.). A compar- 
able substitution of paululum utilitatis comes at 
1 Tim. 4,8, in rendering pos SAtyov dopéArpos. 
See on Job. 6,7; 13,33, for Erasmus’ frequent 
removal of modicus and modicum, and see also 
Annot. At Gal. 5,9, he uses paulum rather than 
the diminutive, paululum, to translate the same 
Greek word. 


6 fermenti Gun ( fermentum" Vg.). The same 
change occurs at Gal, 5,9. See Annot. Other 
instances of the partitive genitive can be seen 
e.g. at Mt. 13,5 (multum terrae); Mc. 6,35 (multum 
temporis); Iob. 7,33 (1519: pusillum temporis). 

6 conspersionem tÒ púpapa ("massam" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 11,16. In Annot., Erasmus attributes 
this changed rendering to Jerome, citing the 
latter's commentary on Gal. 59. In Erasmus’ 
1522 rendering of that passage (see ad /oc.), the 


same substitution occurs. This change was also 
recommended by Valla Annot. 

6 fermentat Guyot (“corrumpit” Vg.). The Vul- 
gate verb corresponds with SoAoi in cod. D". 
The substitution of fermento is also found at 
Gal. 5,9. See Annot., where Erasmus again cites 
Jerome as authority for his rendering. The 


same change was proposed by Valla Annot. and 
Lefèvre. 


7 itaque oŬŭv (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by P“ N * A B D F G and many 
other mss., including cod. 2815*. Erasmus here 
follows cod. 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2815"*, 
2816, and also Pid Ner C 048 and many 
other mss. The version of Manetti put ergo. 

7 infermentati &,uyoi ("azymi" Vg.). In the fol- 
lowing verse, Erasmus expands the meaning as 
panis fermento carens: see Annot. on vs. 8, objecting 
to the Vulgate transliteration of the Greek 
word. At other passages, which refer to the feast 
of unleavened bread, Erasmus retains azymorum. 


7 Nam et xoi yap (“Etenim” Vg). See on 
Rom. 3,7. 

7 pro nobis ‘stp fjpóov (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission is supported by 39! id 6d X * A B C* 
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D F G and twelve later mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, 
as well as i$" C^" and about 550 later 
mss. (cf. Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 193-5). In 1519 Annot., Erasmus is inclined 
to prefer the Vulgate wording. If Urép hav 
were not genuine, the phrase could be explained 
as a theologically motivated addition. If, on the 
other hand, the words were an authentic part 
of the text, it is possible that they were acciden- 
tally omitted. By an error of homoeoteleuton, 
for example, a scribe could have passed over 
from the first fuv to the second. It may also 
be noted that a few early mss. omit Up fiuc 
at 1 Petr. 4,1 (máðovrtoşs Umip dv capi). 
Valla Annot. argued in favour of úmèp fuv 
at the present passage, and this view was followed 
by Lefévre. 


8 festum celebremus toptåčwpev (“epulemur” 
Vg.). Erasmus wished to make a clearer connec- 
tion with the feast of the passover: see Annot. 
His rendering resembles that of Ambrosiaster, 
festa celebremus. Valla Annot. suggested diem 
festum agamus. Lefèvre had celebritatem agamus 
in his translation, but gave celebremus as an 
alternative in Comm. 


8 nec umbé ("neque" Vg). C£. on Rom. 2,28. 


8 versutiae rovnpías (“nequitiae” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,29. In Annot., Erasmus argues that 
versutia supplies a more appropriate contrast 
with the following use of veritas. 


8 panibus fermento carentibus &Gupors ("azymis" 
Vg.). See on vs. 7, and Annot. 


8 boc est, synceritate et veritate eiNKpiwelag Kal 
é&Aneías ("sinceritatis et veritatis" Vg.). Again 
Erasmus expands the rendering, to yield a 
clearer sense, whereas the Vulgate is strictly 
literal. See Annot. 


9 per epistolam èv ti &rooM, (“in epistola" 
1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. Lefèvre made the 
same change. 


9 commisceremini cuvavautyvuc8o (“commi- 
sceamini" Vg.; "denuo commisceremini” 1516). 
In 1516, the addition of denuo was intended 
to convey the sense of -ava-, implying that 
the Corinthian believers had formerly consor- 
ted with the Trópvoi before taking up the 
Christian faith. See Annot. This would have 
been a legitimate interpretation, in the light 
of 1 Cor. 6,10-11. In later editions of Annot., 
Erasmus expressed himself more circumspect- 
ly on this point. His use of the imperfect 


221 


subjunctive was better suited to the Greek 
infinitive, though inconsistent with his adop- 
tion of the present subjunctive, commisceamini, 
in vs. 11. Manetti and Lefèvre had commisceamtni 
in both places. 


9 cum scortatoribus rópvois (“fornicariis” Vg.; 
"cum fornicariis" 1516). By adding cwm here, 
and also three times in vs. 10, Erasmus streng- 
thens the link with the preceding verb, com- 
misceo, which is sometimes (but not always) 
accompanied by this preposition in classical 
usage. He consistently removed all instances 
of fornicarius from the N.T., as it did not occur 
in classical authors. In 1516, he changed for- 
nicarius to scortator at just one passage, 1 Tim. 
1,10, and to fornicator at 1 Cor. 6,9. Then 
in 1519, he changed all instances of forzicator 
(1 Cor. 6,9; Eph. 5,5; Hebr. 12,16; 13,4; Ap. lob. 
21,8), and all remaining instances of fornicarius 
(1 Cor. 5,9-11), into scortator. At one further 
passage, Ap. Iob. 17,16 (1519), rendering tépyn 
rather than Trópvos, he changed fornicaria into 
meretrix. Other related changes were the substi- 
tution of scortatio, scortum, and scortor in ren- 
dering tropveia, rrópvn, and rropveUo: see on 
Iob. 8,41; 1 Cor. 6,15, 18. See also Annot. 


10 ac xai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by 3B^$ N * A B C D* F G and 
a few later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
Nor por and most later mss. See also Annot. 
A hypothetical explanation of the discrepancy 
might be that some scribes added kai to 
alleviate the transition from Trópvois to où 
Travtos. If kai were genuine, however, it could 
have been omitted by a scribe who had a 
tendency to abbreviate the text or who wished 
to heighten the contrast with the preceding 
words. Other omissions of kai by a few mss. 
occur in vss. 12 and 13, below. Both Manetti 
and Lefévre had et. 


10 omnino v&vros (“vtique” 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Act. 21,22. The interpretation favoured by 
Erasmus was that the apostle here instructs the 
Corinthians to refrain from all association 
with Christian trépvot, but not altogether to 
shun the company of non-Christians who were 
guilty of sinful conduct: see Annot. The same 
change was made by Manetti and Lefévre Comm., 
though Lefévre’s main text replaced non vtique 
by nullo pacto. 

10 cum scortatoribus tois vópvois (“fornicariis” 
Vg.; "cum fornicariis" 1516). See on vs. 9. 
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ToU Kécuou ToUTou, Ñ Toig TAs- 


ovextais, i) Gptragiv, i eiSwdo- 
Aatpas. eel  ógelAere &pa èk 
TOU Kdopou tEeAOciv. Nyuyyl BE 
Eypaya wUpiv, ph  cuvavaulyvu- 
c6oi. óv Tis a&beApds òvopağó- 
Mevos, Ñ Wopvos, 1| tAeovéKTns, 
fj si5woAoA&Tpns, | AolSopos, | 
ué0ucos, Ñ &prrag, TH Toiov- 
TQ unè ovuveotierv. Roi yap 
yor Kai Tots #ËẸw  xpivew; ovyi 
TOUS fow pes Kpivere; 8B tous 
S ao ó Os xpiver. — koi 
&Capeire  TÓóv Trovnpdv, i6 wydv 
QU'TOV. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


mundi huius, aut cum auaris, aut 
cum rapacibus, aut simulacrorum 
cultoribus. Alioqui vtinam videlicet 
e mundo exissetis. — " Nunc autem 
scripsi vobis, ne commisceamini. Si 
quis quum frater appelletur, fuerit 
scortator, aut auarus, aut simulacro- 
rum cultor, aut conuitiator, aut ebri- 
osus, aut rapax, cum eiusmodi ne 
cibum quidem capiatis. "Quid enim 
ad me attinet, etiam de his qui foris 
sunt iudicare? Nonne de his qui intus 
sunt, iudicatis? Eos vero qui foris 
sunt, deus iudicat. Etiam profligate 
istum qui malus est, ex vobis ipsis. 


10 simulacrorum B-E: simulachrorum A | Alioqui vtinam B-E: Quandoquidem debetis 4 | 


exissetis B-E: exisse A | 


11 scortator B-E: fornicarius A | 


simulacrorum B-E; simulachro- 


rum. A | 13 Etiam profligate istum B-E; Et sustollite eum 4 


10 mundi buius toU Kéopou tovtov ("huius 
mundi" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order has little 
support other than cod. D. The version of 
Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus. 


10 cum (2nd. and 3rd.). Erasmus repeats the 
preposition, to maintain a clear connection 
with the verb commisceremini: see on vs. 9. 


10. simulacrorum cultoribus el6coNoAécTpous (“ido- 
lis seruientibus” Vg.). Comparable substitutions 
occur in vs. 11 and at 1 Cor. 6,9 (1519); Eph. 
5,5, and also in replacing idolatrae at 1 Cor. 
10,7. Inconsistently Erasmus retains :dololatris 
at Ap. Iob. 21,8, and idolis seruientes at Ap. Iob. 
22,15, in rendering the same Greek word. See 
on Rom. 2,22 for Erasmus' dislike of idolum. 
Manetti put idolorum cultoribus, and Lefèvre 
idololatris. 

10 Alioqui mei (“alioquin” Vg. 1527 - Vg. 
mss.; "Quandoquidem" 1516). At several other 
passages, Erasmus is content to retain alioquin 
before a vowel, but see on Job. 14,2. For 
quandoquidem, see on Act. 2,29. See also Annot. 
on the present passage. In Annot, lemma, 
Erasmus cites the Vulgate as having alioqui, 
which was also used in the Vulgate column of 
Lefèvre. The rendering offered by Lefèvre himself 
Was quoniam. 


10 vtinam ... extssetis ópelAere ... &&eAGeiv ("de- 
bueratis ... exisse" Vg.; "debetis ... exisse" 1516). 
The Vulgate reflects a Greek text having cogei- 
Aete, as in P“ N A B* C D* F G and some 
other mss. Erasmus follows his codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 
Bor Do and most later mss. See Annot. He 
treats ópeíAere as the equivalent of SqeAov, 
which is uniformly translated as vtinam by the 
Vulgate and Erasmus at all four passages where 
it occurs (1 Cor. 4,8; 2 Cor. 11,1; Gal. 5,12; 
Ap. loh. 3,15). Lefèvre had debetis ... exisse, as in 
Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 


10 videlicet &pa (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion does not necessarily indicate any difference 
of Greek text. Erasmus translates &pa in this 
way also at Mc. 11,13 (1519); 1 Cor. 15,14, 15 
(1519). More commonly he uses ergo or igitur. 
Lefévre put vtique. 


10 e ix ("de" Vg.). See on Iob. 2,15. Lefèvre 
had ex. 


10 mundo tot kócuou (“hoc mundo" Vg.). 
The Vulgate addition lacks Greek ms. support. 
See on Rom. 3,6. Lefévre made the same change 
as Erasmus. 


11 ne commisceamini ph cuvavapiyvuobat 
(“non commisceri” Vg). Erasmus avoids the 
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infinitive for indirect commands. See on vs. 9 
for his inconsistency as to the tense of this 
verb. Manetti anticipated this change, while 
Lefèvre had vt non commisceamini. 

11 Si quis &&v tis (“Si is” Vg.). Erasmus gives 
a more accurate rendering of tis. Lefévre put 
si quispiam. 

11 quum .. appelletur óvouatóusvos (“qui ... no- 
minatur inter vos” late Vg.). Erasmus attributes 
a concessive sense to the Greek participle. The 
substitution of the different verb, appello, was 
not strictly necessary. Elsewhere he uses appello 
solely in rendering kaAéw, Emikoéopot, and 
Aéyoo, while usually retaining nomino for óvo- 
pdZoo. The late Vulgate addition of inter vos 
lacks Greek ms. support. See Annot. The earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had qui ... 
nominatur, omitting inter vos. 


11 fuerit f| ("est" Vg.). In Erasmus’ text, follow- 
ing codd. 1, 2815*?", 2816, the Greek word is 
accented as a particle (= aut), rather than a verb 
(4) as in codd. 2105, 2817. In cod. 2815* the 
word was at first omitted, but was later res- 
tored, either by the original scribe or by a 
corrector. Erasmus' substitution of fuerit could 
be misunderstood as referring only to the sins 
which Christians had committed before they 
believed. 


11 scortator rópvos ("fornicator" Vg.; “fornica- 
rius" 1516). The change to fornicarius in 1516 
produced consistency with Vulgate usage in 
vss, 9-10. For the further change to scortator in 
1519, see on vs. 9. 


11 simulacrorum cultor eBwdodatens (“ido- 
lis seruiens” Vg.). See on vs. 10. Manetti put 
idolorum cultor, and Lefèvre idololatra. 


11 conuitiator dolSopos (“maledicus” Vg.). Cf. 
on Job. 9,28 for Erasmus’ substitution of con- 
uitior for maledico in rendering Aoibopéc. By 
contrast, at 1 Cor. 6,10, he retains maledicus. At 
the present passage he follows the version of 
Lefèvre. Manetti’s translation put contumeliosus. 


11 eiusmodi 14 to1iouTw (“huiusmodi” late 
Vg. and some Vg. mss.). See on Rom. 16,18. 
Manetti had tali. 


11 ze cibum quidem capiatis pnōt ouvec@lev 
(“nec cibum sumere” Vg.). See on Job. 7,5 for 
ne... quidem, and on Act. 9,19 for cibum capio. 
Erasmus again avoids the infinitive for this 
indirect command. Ambrosiaster had mec cibum 
quidem sumere, Manetti vt ... non comedatis, and 
Lefèvre nolite ... manducare. 
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12 ad me attinet por ("mihi" Vg.). Erasmus 
makes use of attíneo at several other passages 
where an elliptical Greek expression lacked a 
verb: see e.g. on Act. 24,22; Rom. 1,15. Sometimes 
he follows the Vulgate in dispensing with a 
verb, as at Mt. 27,4 (Quid ad nos?), or adds est, 
as at Mc. 5,7 (Quid mibi tecum est?). See Annot., 
where Erasmus also suggests mea, which was the 
proposed rendering of Valla Annot. The version 


of Lefèvre had michi est. 


12 etiam xa (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by P“ N A B C F G and some 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
cod. D and most later mss. See also Annot. For 
another omission of kai, see on vs. 10, above. 
The same change was proposed by Valla Annot., 
while Lefévre put et. 

12 iudicatis üpsis Kpivete (“vos iudicatis" Vg.). 
Erasmus is less accurate here, as the Greek 
pronoun makes an emphatic contrast with the 
earlier you. 


13 Eos vero tous bé ("Nam eos" Vg.). This 
time, Erasmus is more precise: the Vulgate use 
of nam does not enjoy Greek ms. support. 
Manetti and Lefèvre put eos autem. 


13 iudicat kpivei ("iudicabit" Vg.). The Vulgate 
future tense rests on a different accentuation 
of the Greek verb, kpivei, as in codd. 1 and 
2105. 


13 Etiam xaí (Vg. omits; “Et” 1516). The Vul- 
gate omission is supported by P* N A BC 
D* F G and a few other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
2816, with D° and most later mss. Regarding 
such omissions of kai, see again on vs. 10. The 
version of Lefévre began this sentence with 
auferte autem. 


13 profligate E&apeire (" Auferte" Vg.; "sustollite" 
1516). Erasmus’ choice of profligo is a change 
for the worse, as in classical literature this has 
the sense of "crush" or *destroy" rather than 
"remove" or "expel". In Annot., he suggested 
tollite, consistent with the use of tollo for the 
same Greek verb in vs. 2, above. 


13 itum qui malus est tov Trovnpóv (“malum” 
Vg.; "eum qui malus est" 1516). As explained 
in Annot., the Greek masculine article shows 
that the apostle is speaking of a wicked person 
rather than wickedness itself. A similar point 
was made by Valla Annot., recommending sce 
lestum, sontem, noxium, or facinorosum. Manetti 
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ToAu& Tis Üpóv, mpõypa Éycov 

Tpós Tov Érepov, | KpivecOar 
mi tov Sixwv, Kal ovyi émi 
tv &yiov; 7otK olbare Óm oi 
Gylo1  TÓv  Kócgov KpivoUoI; Kai 
ei èv piv xkpivetar Ó  kóopos, 
&vóátioi ote kprrnpíov | £aylorov; 
Sov ofSate öt  &yy£Aous xpi- 
voUpev, um ye pioriKké * gio- 
TiK&k pèv oUv kprirüpia àv éynte, 


Tous  é£ouOsvnuévous èv Th èk- 
KAncíqg, TtouTous KadideTe. 5Tpós 
Evrporv uiv Ayw. oUTos ovK 
čotiv èv Upiv cogós ovde eis, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Sustinet aliquis vestrum, ne|goci- 

um habens cum altero, iudicari 
sub iniustis, et non magis sub sanctis? 
?^An nescitis, quod sancti mundum 
iudicabunt? Et si per vos iudicatur 
mundus, indigni estis minimis iudici- 
is? ?An nescitis quod angelos iudi- 
cabimus, non tantum ista quae ad 
victum pertinent?  *Proinde iudicia 
siquidem habueritis de iis quae ad 
vitae vsum attinent, qui contempti 
sunt in ecclesia, eos constituite. °Ad 
erubescentiam vestram dico. Adeo non 
est inter vos sapiens, ne vnus quidem, 


6,1 magis B-E: om. A | 2 per B-E: inter A | 3 non tantum ista B-E: nedum ea 4. | 4 iudicia 
... attinent B-E: victualia quidem iudicia si habueritis 4 


put just zequam. Lefévre had eum qui sceleratus 
est in his main text, but proposed eum qui malus 
est in Comm., as in Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 


6,1 Sustinet ToAu& ("Audet" Vg). See on Rom. 
5,7, and Annot. 


1 negocium babens mp&yua Exwv (habens ne- 
gocium" Vg.). Erasmus' translation follows the 
Greek word-order more closely. Lefévre put 
causam babens. 


1 cum altero weds tov Erepov ("aduersus al- 
terum" Vg). The Vulgate is more literally 
correct, though Erasmus’ use of cum is more 
in accordance with classical Latin idiom. Manetti 
put ad alterum, and Lefévre aduersus alium. 


1 sub iniustis &rrl TH &Bixoov (“apud iniquos" 
Vg.; "apud iniustos" 1516-27 Annot., lemma). 
For the reading used in Annot., lemma, see on 
vs. 6, below. A similar use of sub occurs in vs. 6, 
and is consistent with the Vulgate rendering of 
1 Tim. 6,13 (sub Pontio Pilato). Cf. also Erasmus’ 
substitution of sub for ante at Mc. 13,9. In 
Annot., he argues that sub is more appropriate 
and idiomatic, citing Horace (Ars Poetica 78) as 
a precedent. However, since phrases such as 
apud iudicem or apud magistratum were well es- 
tablished in Latin usage, there was no real need 
to change the preposition here. At Act. 25,9, 
Erasmus retains iudicari apud me for xpiveo@at 
Em uot. For inzustus, see on Act. 24,15. Manetti 
put in iniquis, and Lefèvre apud iniustos. 


1 son magis obyi (“non” 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus 
adds magis to amplify the contrast between 
iniustis and sanctis. The Vulgate is more literal 
here. The reading of cod. 2815 was oU, as in 
a few other late mss. 


1 sub sanctis Ev T&v åyiwv ("apud sanctos" 
Vg.). See on sub iniustis, above. Manetti had in 
sanctis. 


2 quod 61i (quoniam" Vg.). See on Toh. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 


2 mundum tov xócyov (“de hoc mundo" late 
Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate addi- 
tion of hoc lacks support from Greek mss. See 
on Rom. 3,6, and Annot. The substitution of the 
accusative is more literal, and was similarly re- 
commended at 1 Cor. 5,12 in Annot., following 
Valla Annot. However, at that passage, Erasmus’ 
printed version retained iudico ... de, and he also 
uses de with iudico at Mt. 7,2; 12,27. Manetti 
and Lefévre made the same change at the 
present passage. 

2 per vos tv Oyiv (“in vobis" Vg; “inter vos" 
1516). Erasmus prefers the instrumental sense 
of ty here, which makes better sense in the light 
of the apostle’s previous statement. See also on 
Rom. 1,17. Lefèvre, for the same reason, put 
4 vobis. 

2 iudicatur xpiverai ("iudicabitur" Vg). The 
Vulgate future tense lacks Greek ms. support: 
see Annot. 
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2 minimis iudiciis xprtnpiwv — &Aayio Tov 
(“qui de minimis iudicetis” Vg.). Erasmus is 
more literal here, and follows the wording 
recommended by Valla Annot. The substitu- 
tion of iudiciis was consistent with the Vul- 
gate use of iudicia in vs. 4. See also Annot. The 
version of Manetti had de minimis iudiciis, 
while Lefévre, more obscurely, put praetoriorum 
minimorum. 


3 An nescitis oux olbarre ("Nescitis" Vg.). See 
on 1 Cor. 3,16. Manetti made the same change. 
3 quod &Ti (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. 
This change was made by both Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


3 non tantum ista quae ad victum pertinent 
uy ye Bicorik& ("quanto magis saecularia" 
Vg; "nedum ea quae ad victum pertinent" 
1516). In classical usage, the adjective saecularis 
had a specific connection with the centennial 
games (from saeculum, meaning "century" or 
"generation"). It was only later that it took on 
the sense of “worldly” or “non-religious”. In 
1516, Erasmus closely followed a recommen- 
dation of Valla Annot., which offered nedum 
quae ad victum pertinent. As alternative renderings 
of Bicoriká, Valla further recommended vitalia 
or victualia. See also Annot. In vs. 4, for the sake 
of variety, Erasmus rendered Bicriká as victualia 
in 1516, expanded in 1519 to de its quae ad vitae 
vsum attinent. Lefèvre used temporalia for both 
instances of picvrikó, rendering the whole 
phrase in vs. 3 as nonne et temporalia. Manetti 
had nunquid et secularia. 


4 Proinde iudicia siquidem habueritis de ... atti- 
nent Biorrikà& pév ov KpITipia àv Éymyre 
("Saecularia igitur iudicia si habueritis" Vg.; 
"Proinde victualia quidem iudicia si habueri- 
tis" 1516). See on Act. 11,17 regarding proinde. 
The addition of guidem in 1516, and the use 
of siquidem in subsequent editions, was intended 
as a more accurate representation of the Greek 
particle pév. For the rendering of Bicoriká, see 
on vs. 3, and Annot. The proposal of Valla 
Annot. was to substitute itaque for igitur, and 
habeatis for babueritis. Lefévre put Si temporalia 
igitur praetoria babeatis. 


4 qui contempti sunt tous  t&ou8evnyuévous 
(“contemptibiles qui sunt" Vg.). Erasmus is 
more accurate here. In Annot., he renders more 
concisely as contemptos, which was also given 
as an alternative by Valla Annot. See further on 
1 Cor. 1,28. Lefévre had the word-order eos qui 
in ecclesia contempti sunt. 
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4 eos ToUTous (“illos” Vg.). The added emphasis 
of ille was not needed here, especially when 
resuming from the earlier gui: see on Rom. 1,28; 
Gal. 2,18. Lefévre made the same substitution: 
for his word-order, see the previous note. Manetti 
omitted the pronoun. 


4 constituite xo®ilete (“constituite ad iudi- 
candum" Vg). The two extra words in the Vul- 
gate are not explicitly supported by Greek 
mss., and may be considered as an explanatory 
addition. Valla Annot. tentatively suggested 
that the verb could be translated by consti- 
tuitis, indicative rather than imperative. See 
also Annot. The version of Lefèvre was sedere 
facitis. 

5 erubescentiam tvtpotiy (" verecundiam" Vg.). 
The problem with verecundia was its ambiguity, 
meaning “modesty” as well as “shame”. Erasmus’ 
choice of erubescentia may be compared with his 
replacement of vereor by rubore suffundo in ren- 
dering évtpétre at Tit. 2,8. The substitution of 
erubescentia, however, is also open to objection, 
since (unlike erubesco) it does not occur in 
classical authors. In Annot., Erasmus followed 
Valla Annot. in suggesting the use of confusio 
(cf. the Vulgate rendering, confundam, at 1 Cor. 
4,14) or pudor, which he adopts for &vrporrü 
at 1 Cor. 15,34. 


5 Adeo oUtoos (“Sic” Vg.). The same substitution 
occurs at Mt. 26,40 (1519); Mc. 7,18; Gal. 3,3; 
Ap. Iob. 16,18 (1519), and also ita is replaced 
by adeo at Hebr. 12,21, these being passages 
where the context required an adverb of degree 
rather than manner. In Annot., Erasmus refers 
to mss. which attach otws to the previous 
sentence, though this was not true of any of 
his Basle mss. Both Valla Annot. and Lefèvre 
substituted siccize. 


5 totiv. In codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816, 2817 
and most other mss, the text is vi. The 
substitution of čotıv may have been an arbi- 
trary correction, though it has support from 
38! D F G and some later mss, including 
cod. 69. 


5 ne vnus quidem ott els (“quisquam” Vg.). 
The Vulgate may reflect the Greek variant 
ovsdels, as in P“ N B C and a few other mss. 
The word is omitted by p! D*. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2105, 2816, and also D^" (F G) and most 
other mss. See Annot. The version of Lefèvre 
had the same rendering as Erasmus, while 
Manetti put vllus. 
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àvà pé- 
Mz. 
Kplverai, 


óc  Buvüceron — Biokpivod 
cov ToU dBcAgoU avTot; 
&ocApós peta  a&5eAqov 
Kal totto tmi ériorov; 

?""H8n piv ov GAws f|rrnua 
èv Üuiv io Tiv, ón Kpipata 
éyete we? éauTdv. iati ovyi 
LaAAov &SiKeiobe; Siati ovyi 
M&AAov &moortepeioðse; 8 AAAG 
Uueis — &Bikeite — Kai — &rrocTepeire, 
Kai TAUTA &SeAqous; 

7H otk olðare óÓm &S1Ko1 
PaciAeíav  @eoŭ | ob  KAnpolvo- 
uf|couct; uty TÀav&o8e: otte 
TÓpvoi, ote elSwAoAcTpa, ove 


6,7 ev A’ B-E: om. A* | upv A* B-E: nuw 4 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


qui possit diiudicare inter fratrem 


suum et fratrem? $Sed frater 
cum fratre litigat, idque sub 
infidelibus. 

7Itaque iam quidem omnino 


delictum in vobis est, quod lites 


habetis inter vos inuicem. Cur 
non potius iniuriam patimini? 
Cur non potius damnum acci- 
piti? — *Imo vos iniuriam facitis, 


et damno afficitis idque fratres? 
?An nescitis, quod iniusti, re|gni 
dei haereditatem non consequen- 
tur Ne erretis: neque scortatores, 
neque cultores simulacrorum, neque 


5 prius fratrem A-C E: fatrem D | et fratrem B C E: om. A, et fatrem D | 6 idque B-E: 
atque id A | infidelibus. E: infidelibus? 4-D | 7 inuicem B-E: ipsos 4 | 8 iniuriam B-E: 
iuiuriam 4 | 9 scortatores B-E: fornicatores.A | simulacrorum B-E; idolorum 4 


5 diiudicare Bioxpiven (“iudicare” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 14,23. Cod. 2815 has the different word- 
order &v& pécov Biokpivat, with little or no 
other ms. support. In cod. 2105, Siaxpivan is 
replaced by &voxpivoa. 


5 inter fratrem suum et fratrem &v& pécov ToU 
&86EApoU ovtot (“inter fratrem suum" 1516 
= Vg). Erasmus adds et fratrem to avoid the 
apparent impossibility of judging "between" 
only one person: see Annot. 

6 litigat xpiveraı ("iudicio contendit" Vg.). 
This change makes clear that the reference is 
to law-suits, rather than personal arguments. In 
Annot., Erasmus approves of the Vulgate ren- 
dering. Manetti put in iudicio contendet, while 
Lefévre had the more literal iudicatur. 

6 idque xoi ToUTo (“et hoc” Vg.; "atque id” 
1516). The Vulgate use of hoc is more literal 
here. Erasmus makes the same change in vs. 8, 
rendering xod tava, and a similar substitution 
occurs at Eph. 2,8. For atque and -que, see on 
lob. 1,25, 39, respectively. Manetti put et hoc 
quidem. 


6 sub infidelibus Evi &vío To ("apud infideles" 
Vg.). In Annot., without support from any of 


his Basle mss., Erasmus cites ¿mì Tv &Sikeov 
as the main text, perhaps through confusion 
with vs. 1, where that phrase belongs. In Annot., 
lemma, he cites the Vulgate as having apud 
iniustos here in vs. 6, and in 1516-27 Annot. he 
also attributed apud iniustos to the Vulgate in 
vs. 1 (in place of apud iniquos, as a rendering 
of &ri tév åSikwv). At neither passage does 
iniustos occur in the 1527 Vulgate column or 
in the Froben Vulgates of 1491 or 1514. Possibly 
Erasmus found this reading in one of his other 
Vulgate sources. Another explanation could be 
that he has confused the Vulgate wording, at 
both passages, with Lefévre’s use of apud iniustos 
in vs. 1. A further discrepancy is that, in the 
1535 Latin rendering, this sentence ends with 
a full-stop, whereas in the Greek text it is a 
question. 


7 Itaque iam quidem "H6n uiv ovv ("Iam 
quidem" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects the omission 
of otv, as in Pp“ N * D* and a few later mss. 
The version of Manetti had just Jam, and 
Lefévre Enimuero iam. 


7 in vobis est tv Upiv ow (“est in vobis" Vg.). 
The Vulgate word-order is less literal. The 
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omission of iv from the 1516 text was in 
accordance with codd. 2815 and 2817, sup- 
ported by 1 and 2816, with B'óN ABCD 
and most later mss. The insertion of èv in 
the 1516 errata may have been prompted by 
cod. 2105, though this had the different word- 
order, éotiv £v Upiv. The 1516 errata also 
introduced a new error by substituting fjuiv for 
yiv. Hereafter, the preposition ¿v remained in 
the Textus Receptus. Apart from mss. of the 
commentary of Theophylact, there seems to be 
little evidence for the inclusion of this word 
(contrary to the impression given by the appa- 
ratuses of Tischendorf and J. M. A. Scholz). 
Erasmus' rendering was the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti. Lefévre changed the 
word-order of this part of the sentence to in 
vobis scelus est. 

7 lites «piuorra ("iudicia" Vg.). The purpose of 
this change, no doubt, was to mark some dis- 
tinction between kpíua and kprrrjpiov (which 
was rendered by judicium in vss. 2 and 4). 
Cf. the use of /itigo for kpivopar in vs. 6. 
Lefévre tried the more cumbersome iudiciorum 
altercationes. 

7 vos inuicem tautõv (“vos” Vg; “vos ipsos" 
1516). Erasmus wishes to convey more empha- 
tically the reflexive sense of the Greek pronoun. 
Cf. Annot. The version of Lefévre had vos ipsos, 
as in Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 


7 Cur (twice) Siati (“Quare” Vg). See on 
Rom. 14,10. The same change was made by 
Lefèvre. 

7 potius (twice) u&AAov (“magis” Vg). See 
on Act. 20,35. Lefévre again made the same 
substitution. 

7 iniuriam patimini ... damnum accipitis &Buxcio8e 
... &rroo repeio8e ("iniuriam accipitis ... fraudem 
patimini” Vg.). As pointed out in Annot., &ro- 
c'repéco does not necessarily involve deceit. In 
vs. 8, for a similar reason, Erasmus substitutes 
damno afficio for fraudo, though at 1 Cor. 7,5 
fraudo is retained. At Act. 7,24, he replaced 
iniuriam patientem with iniuria affici. Manetti 
put iniuriam accipitis ... defraudamini, and Lefèvre 
iniuriam sustinetis ... priuationem rerum toleratis. 

8 Imo AAG (“Sed” Vg.) See on Act. 19,2. 
Manetti had et, and Lefévre Verum. 

8 damno afficitis &kvrooepeire (“fraudatis” Vg.). 
See on vs. 7. Lefévre put spolia aufertis. 

8 idque xoi Tata (“et hoc" Vg.). The Vulgate 
may reflect the substitution of xoi toto, as 
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in 3355 N A B C D 048 and a few later mss. 
Erasmus’ Greek text follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816 and most 
other late mss. This difference of text raises the 
question of whether the plural totta was a 
later change, designed to refer to both &8ixeite 
and é&rootepeite, or whether roUTo was sub- 
stituted through familiarity with Pauline usage 
elsewhere, especially in view of the occurrence 
of xoi ToÜTo in vs.6. In Annot, Erasmus 
argued that et haec, the literal rendering of 
Lefévre, was not acceptable as a classical Latin 
idiom. See also on vs. 6. 


8 fratres &BeAqous (“fratribus” Vg.). This change 
is affected by Erasmus’ use of afficio earlier in 
the verse. See Annot. 


9 quod ÖT! ("quia" Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. Ma- 
netti and Lefévre made the same substitution. 


9 iniusti &áGi«or (“iniqui” Vg.). See on Act. 
24,15. The same change was again made by 
Lefèvre. 


9 regni ... haereditatem non consequentur Baoi- 
Acíav ... oU KAnpovouhoovo (“regnum ... non 
possidebunt" Vg.). Erasmus renders the Greek 
verb more accurately, as referring to inheritance 
rather than possession. See Annot. A similar 
substitution occurs at 1 Cor. 15,50. Elsewhere 
possideo is replaced by haereditatem accipio in 
vs. 10, and at Mt. 5,5; 1 Cor. 15,50 (b); by hae- 
reditatem sortior at Mt. 19,29; and by consequor 
at Lc. 18,18 (1519). Erasmus further replaces 
haeredito by haereditatem accipio at Hebr. 6,12; by 
haereditario iure assequor at Hebr. 12,17 (1519); 
and by sortior at Hebr. 1,4; 12,17 (1516 only). 
Another rendering for KAnpovopée is haeres 
sum, used at Gal. 4,30 (= Vulgate); 5,21 (for 
consequor), Hebr. 1,14 (for haereditatem capio). 
However, Erasmus is content to use possideo at 
Mt. 25,34; Mc. 10,17; Lc. 10,25; Ap. Iob. 21,7, 
and haereditate possideo at 1 Petr. 3,9. At the 
present passage, Lefèvre put regnum ... non 
haereditabunt. 


9 Ne erretis ut mAav&oe ("Nolite errare" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 11,18. Manetti anticipated this 
change. 


9 scortatores rópvo (“fornicarii” Vg.; "fornica- 
tores" 1516). See on 1 Cor. 5,9, and Annot. 


9 cultores simulacrorum ei&ooAoArpoa. ("idolis 
seruientes" Vg.; "cultores idolorum" 1516). See 
on 1 Cor. 5,10. Manetti had idolorum cultores, 
similar to the wording of Erasmus' 1516 edition, 
while Lefèvre put idololatrae. 
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vorxoi, ottte pañakoi, ote &potvokoi- 
toi, Mote kA&rrroa, ote TAsovéKTou, 
oUTe ué8uco oU AoiSopo1, où% óp- 
mayes, BaeciAeiav Geo oU KANpovo- 
ufjcoucr "Kal ToU tives tte, &ÀAÀ 
&TreAoUcac0e, GAAG tyidcoOnte, GAAY 
¿ikaro nte èv TH Svdpati Tov Ku- 
piou 'IncoU, Kai &v TH Trvevpati ToU 
0:00 dv. 

PT[T&vra uoi &&eo iv, &AN ot mráv- 
TA cuugépet. Trávra por Eeotiv, GAA’ 
ouK èy% RovoiacOijoouar wird Tivos. 
B Tà Bpopara Ti koiMa, Kal fj konia 
Tois Bpouaciv: ó Sè beds Kal raUrmv 
Kal tatita Katapyrjoe. TO 58 oua 
oU Tij Tropveig, &AA& TH Kupio, koi 
ó KUpios TH cogar. 1*6 BE beds kai 
Tov KÜpiov fjyeipe, koi Tuas &Eeyspei 
Sid tis Suvápeos auto. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


adulteri, neque molles, neque qui 
concumbunt cum masculis, "neque 
fures, neque auari, neque ebriosi, ne- 
que maledici, neque rapaces, regni dei 
haereditatem accipient. "Atque haec 
eratis quidam, sed abluti estis, sed 
sanctificati estis, sed iustificati estis per 
nomen domini lesu, et per spiritum 
dei nostri. 

12 Omnia mihi licent, at non omnia 
conducunt. Omnium mihi potestas 
est, at ego non redigar sub vllius 
potestatem. P Escae ventri destinatae 
sunt, et venter escis: deus autem et 
hunc et illas abolebit. Corpus vero 
non stupro, sed domino, et domi- 
nus corpori. Deus autem et do- 
minum suscitauit, et nos suscitabit 
per potentiam suam. 


10 «Anpovouncouci A-D: XAnpouncouci E | 12 ou B-E: ouk A | ovx B-E: ovk kA | 


13 Tois A-D: vns E 


9 qui ... masculis C-E: masculorum concubitores A, qui concumbunt masculis B | 11 haec B-E: 
hoc A | per nomen B-E: in nomine A | per spiritum B-E: in spiritu A | 13 destinatae 


sunt B-E: om. A | stupro B-E: fornicationi 4 


9 qui concumbunt cum masculis &poevoxoitat 
(“masculorum concubitores" 1516 = Vg; "qui 
concumbunt masculis" 1519). By converting 
this phrase into a subordinate clause, Erasmus 
made the meaning more explicit: see Annot. 
The noun concubitor was rare in classical usage. 
However, at 1 Tim. 1,10, he retained masculorum 


concubitoribus. Lefèvre had cinaedi, which Erasmus 


rejected as unsuitable. 


10 ote KAéTTCU, OTE TAcOvéKTO. This was 
the word-order of cod. 2817, along with N A 
B C 048 and many later mss. In codd. 1, 2105, 
2815, 2816 and many other late mss., KAétrrant 
and mAeovékrad were transposed. (38*6 D* had 
ouSé KAgtrrai oU5£ TrAcovéxtou, and D" oW5é 
wAgovextar ovSE KAEgTTTAL). 


10 regni ... haereditatem accipient BaciaAsiav |... 
KAnpovoufjcouci (“regnum .. possidebunt" 
Vg.. See on vs.9. Lefèvre put regnum .. 
baereditabunt. 


11 Atque xai ("Et" Vg.). See on fod. 1,25. 


11 haec tata ("hoc" 1516 Lat.). The use of 
the singular, in 1516, does not appear to have 
been based on a different Greek text. 


11 eratis quidam twes Tire ("aliquando quidem 
fuistis" late Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of 
aliquando lacks Greek ms. support. In Arnot., 
Erasmus follows Valla Annot. in arguing that 
quidem was a later scribal alteration of quidam. 
His substitution of eratis for fuistis gave a more 
accurate rendering of the Greek imperfect tense. 
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Manetti put aliquando fuistis, omitting quidem, 
whereas Lefèvre put quidam fuistis, as in the 
earlier Vulgate. 


11 GAA& (3rd.). In codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816, 
2817 and most other late mss., the final -a was 
elided (&AA' &Bikoico6nyrre). In Erasmus’ edition, 
the spelling &AA& was possibly an arbitrary 
correction, though it also occurs in p“ N A 


B C D and some later mss. 


11 per nomen ... per spiritum tv TẸ Óvóyam ... 
èv to mvevpari (“in nomine ... in spiritu" 
1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 1,17. 


11 Jesu "IncoU (“nostri Iesu Christi” Vg. mss.; 
"Iesu Christi” Vg. 1527) The reading Jesu 
Christi corresponds with 'InooU XpicroU in 
PHN D*, while the further addition of nostri 
reflects the variant fjuóv 'ImooU Xpictod, 
as in codd. B C4, Since the later mss. are 
sometimes said to be characterised by pious 
expansions of the text, it is noteworthy that 
on this occasion most of the mss. exhibit 
a shorter wording, as adopted here by Eras- 
mus, following codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816 and also A Do". Both 
Manetti and Lefévre Comm. made the same 
change. 


12 at (twice) &AA’ ("sed" Vg.). See on Rom. 
4,2. 


12 conducunt ouppéper (“expediunt” Vg.). The 
same substitution occurs at 1 Cor. 10,23, and 
conducit also replaces vtile est at 2 Cor. 8,10. In 
the same way, vtilitas is replaced by conducibile 
at 1 Cor. 7,35. Erasmus elsewhere retains expedio 
at seven passages in Matthew and John, together 
with 2 Cor. 12,1, and he also replaces vtilitas 
by expedio at 1 Cor. 12,7, but in each of these 
instances expedio is used only in the third 
person singular, as an impersonal verb. He 
seems to have considered that expedio (in the 
sense of "be profitable or expedient") was 
unsuitable for use with a plural subject. Lefévre 
made the same change, while Manetti had 
conferunt. 


12 Omnium .. potestas est Tavta ... teo 
("Omnia ... licent" Vg.). Erasmus explains in 
Annot. that he wishes to maintain the linguistic 
connection between &Eco Tiv. and ouod. 
However, he was inconsistent in translating the 
repeated phrase tdvta po! Eeotiv in two 
different ways in this verse. Lefévre’s solution 
was to render this Greek phrase by omnia in 
mea sunt potestate in both places. 
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12 ego non redigar sub vllius potestatem ot Eyco 
&£&ouciac8jcouo: Ud Tivos (“ego sub nullius 
redigar potestate" Vg.). Erasmus’ rendering is 
more precise, and his use of the accusative after 
redigo sub is more in accordance with classical 
Latin usage. Cf. Annot. 


13 Escae ventri destinatae sunt Tà Bpoyota Ti 
xoiAÍq ("Esca ventri" Vg.; “Escae ventri" 1516). 
The Vulgate use of esca, if understood as a 
feminine singular, was not an accurate repre- 
sentation of the Greek plural. Alternatively, if 
esca was intended as a neuter plural (as sugges- 
ted by the reading deus ... baec destruet, in the 
second part of the sentence, in some earlier 
mss. of the Vulgate), this was contrary to its 
accepted status as a feminine noun in classical 
Latin. Erasmus adds destinatae sunt to amplify 
the sense. Cf. on Rom. 8,36, and Annot. The 
version of Manetti had cibus ventri, and Lefèvre 
escae erunt ventri. 


13 et bunc xoi taltnv (“hunc” Vg. 1527). 
The omission of et in the the 1527 Vulgate 
column, following the 1514 Froben Vulgate, 
lacks Greek ms. support. See Annot. The earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre 
(both columns) included et. 


13 illas tot ("hanc" late Vg.). Erasmus prefers 
illas in this context, marking a contrast between 
escae and venter. The late Vulgate use of the 
singular was based on the assumption that esca 
was feminine rather than neuter: see above, 
and see also Annot. The rendering of Ambro- 
siaster (1492) and some late Vulgate mss. was 
bas, while the earlier Vulgate had haec. The 
rendering of Lefévre was the same as that of 
Erasmus, while Manetti put os, to agree with 
his substitution of cibis for escis earlier in the 
verse. 


13 abolebit xatrapyhosı ("destruet" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 6,6. 


13 vero Sé (“autem” Vg). See on Iob. 1,26. 
Manetti made the same change. 


13 stupro ti mopveig (lfornicationi" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Job. 8,41. 


14 autem 5t (“vero” Vg.). Erasmus may have 
felt that the Greek particle, in this instance, had 
a more strongly adversative sense. The same 
change was made by Lefèvre. 


14 potentiam ts Suvápecs ( virtutem" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,4. Erasmus again has the same 
rendering as Lefèvre. 


230 


15 OvK ofSate ST1 T& ocpara Ud, 
ÉAN Xpiotov éotiv; &pas oóv Tà u£An 
TOU XpiotoU, momow Trópvns EAN; 
uh yévorto. Ñ oùk ofSate ómi Ó KOA- 
Awuevos TH Tópvn, Ev odpd tori; 
“Eoovta yap, pnoiv, of 800 els cápka 
iav. 176 && koAAouevos TH kupiw, ëv 
mveŭuk Eom. 

18 Devyete Tfjv Tropvelav. r&v ápáp- 
Tua Ó &àv momon ÓvOporros, &krós 
TOU coyparós éotiv' Ó BE mopvevwv, 
el; TO {Sov cópa ópapráva. PÀ 
ouK ofSate ÖTI TO COya Gov, vads 
TOU v Wyiv &yíou mvevuartós toTtiv, 
oU Éyere åmò Geol, Kai ovK iori 
éavrGv; ™hyopdoOnte yap Tips. 


15 alt. ypiotov B-E: yprtov A 


16 Redigentur B-E: Erunt A | 


18 scortationem B-E: fornicationem A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


5An nescitis, quod corpora ve- 
stra, membra sunt Christi? Num igi- 
tur tollens membra Christi, faciam 
scorti membra? Absit. !6An nescitis 
quod qui adglutinatur scorto, vnum 
corpus est? Redigentur enim, inquit, 
duo in carnem vnam. " At qui adglu- 
tinatur domino, vnus spiritus est. 

!8 Fugite scortationem. Omne pec- 
catum quodcunque fecerit homo, ex- 
tra corpus est: sed qui scortatur, in 
proprium corpus peccat. ' An nesci- 
tis quod corpus vestrum, templum 
est habitantis in vobis spiritus sancti, 
quem habetis a deo, et non estis ipsi 
vestri iuris? ? Nam empti estis precio. 


scortatur B-E: 


fornicatur Æ | 19 corpus vestrum C-E: corpora vestra Æ B | templum est habitantis C-E: 
templum eius, qui est 4, sint templum eius, qui est B | sancti B-E: sancti est Æ 


15 An nescitis Où ofSate (“Nescitis” Vg.). See 
on 1 Cor. 3,16. 


15 quod 511 ("quoniam" Vg). See on Toh. 
1,20. Manetti and Lefévre both made this 
substitution. 


15 Num igitur tollens &pas oŭv (“Tollens ergo" 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 1,13 for zum, and on Job. 
6,62 for igitur. Lefévre put Tollens igitur. 


15 scorti membra vópvns péAn (“membra mere- 
tricis" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order is supported 
by codd. D F G and a few later mss. The 
substitution of scortum, both here and in vs. 16, 
is consistent with the use of scortor for Tropveuco 
in vs. 18 (1519). Elsewhere Erasmus prefers 
meretrix. In the Vulgate, the word scortum is 
used eight times in the O.T., but nowhere in 
the N.T. See further on 1 Cor. 5,9. 


16 fj. This word is omitted in codd. 1, 2105, 
2815, along with P“ D and many later mss. 
Erasmus' text follows his cod. 2817, supported 


by cod. 2816 and many other mss., commencing 
with ABCFG. 


16 quod 6&1 (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 


16 qui adglutinatur & xoXAoouevos (“qui adhae- 
ret" Vg.). This substitution of adglutino occurs 
again in the next verse, and also in render- 
ing TrpockoAA&opot at Mt. 19,5 (1519): see on 
Act. 5,36, and Annot. In a similar context, at 
Mc. 10,7, Erasmus retains adhaereo. 


16 scorto Ti mópvņ (“meretrici” Vg.). See on 
vs. 15. 


16 est tom "efficitur" Vg.). Erasmus is more 
precise here. See Annot., where he complains 
that the Vulgate rendering is too emphatic. The 
same change was made by Lefèvre. 


16 Redigentur "Ecovro ("Erunt" 1516 = Vg). 
This change was prompted by the following 
Greek preposition, els, which appeared to suggest 
movement or action. It could be objected that 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS PRIMA  6,15-20 


Erasmus, having just complained of the exces- 
sive emphasis of effido, now introduces an 
even stronger word to render the same Greek 
verb. At Mc. 10,8 (1519), he prefers fient, but 
retains erunt at Mt. 19,5, both of which passages 
contain the same Greek expression, ÉcovTat ... 
els cápka piav. 


16 in carnem vnam eis oåpka uíav (“in carne 
vna" Vg.). Erasmus is more accurate here, and 
made the same substitution at Mt. 19,5; Mc. 
10,8 (1516 only). At the latter passage, in 1519, 
he went further and put caro vna, omitting the 
preposition. See Annot. The preference of Valla 
Annot. (referring back to this passage in a note 
on vs. 18) seems to have been that the Vulgate 
rendering should be retained. 


17 At qui adglutinatur ó BE xoXAcoyevos ("Qui 
autem adhaeret" Vg.). For at, see on Joh. 1,26, 
and for adglutino, see on vs. 16. 


17 domino 16 «Kupi (“deo” Vg. 1527). The 
1527 Vulgate column, which follows the Fro- 
ben Vulgate of 1514, is unsupported by Greek 
mss. 


18 scortationem Thv Tropvelav (“fornicationem” 
1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 8,41; 1 Cor. 5,9. 


18 Omne wav ("Omne enim” late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate addition lacks 
Greek ms. support. Erasmus’ correction pro- 
duces the same wording as the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


18 sed qui scortatur Ò 58 Tropveswv (“qui au- 
tem fornicatur" Vg.; "sed qui fornicatur" 1516). 
For sed, see on Iob. 1,26. The use of scortor is 
consistent with Erasmus' substitution of scor- 
tum, scortatio, and scortator in rendering TrÓpvn, 
tropveia, and Trópvos: see on vs. 15, and on 
Iob. 8,41; 1 Cor. 5,9. He replaces fornicor with 
scortor at five passages in the Apocalypse, though 
at 1 Cor. 10,8 he makes use of stupris inquino 
and stupris polluo to render the same Greek 
verb. As a result of these changes in 1519-22, 
the non-classical fornicor was eliminated from 
the N.T. 


18 proprium corpus tò iBiov cpa (“corpus 
suum” Vg.). See on Job. 1,11. A similar change 
occurs e.g. at 1 Cor. 7,4. Manetti put corpus 
proprium, but Valla Annot. recommended corpore 
suo, and Lefévre proprio corpore. 


19 quod 611 (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Iob. 1,20. 
The same change was made by Manetti and 
Lefévre. 
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19 corpus vestrum TÒ odpa opÀv ("membra 
vestra" Vg.; "corpora vestra" 1516-19 Lat.). The 
Vulgate implies a Greek text having Tà u£An 
ouv, which appears to have no ms. support. 
In Annot., Erasmus cites the noun as plural, 
capara, consistent with his Latin rendering 
of 1516-19. As he has a tendency towards 
occasional abbreviation of quotations in Annot. 
(especially in the 1516 edition), he probably 
meant, in full, T capera óuóv, which was 
the reading of cod. 2105 (Theophylact), to- 
gether with cod. A?" and many later mss., 
as well as the Greek text of Lefévre Comm. 
In support of corpora vestra, Erasmus addi- 
tionally mentioned "Ambrose" (i.e. Ambro- 
siaster) and Jerome Adv. louinianum Il, 19 
(PL 23, 314 B). Lefèvre also adopted this plural 
rendering. However, Erasmus' codd. 1, 2815, 
2816"4, 2817 had Tò adda Udy, as in PN 
A* B C D F G and many other mss., corres- 
ponding with corpus vestrum in the version of 
Manetti. 


19 templum est vads ... civ ("templum sunt” 
late Vg.; “templum ... est” 1516; "sint templum" 
1519). The use of sunt in the late Vulgate, or 
sint in Erasmus’ 1519 edition, is consequent 
upon the adoption of a plural subject, whether 
membra or corpora. Cf. Annot. and Valla Annot. 
The change to templum est, in 1522, in effect 
restored the earlier Vulgate wording, which was 
also adopted by Manetti and Lefèvre (except 
that Lefévre positioned these words after qui est 
in vobis). 

19 babitantis in vobis spiritus sancti TOU èv Upiv 
&ylou trvevpotos ("spiritus sancti qui in vobis 
est" Vg.; "eius, qui est in vobis spiritus sancti" 
1516-19). Erasmus' rendering is closer to the 
Greek word-order, though his use of Pabitantis 
is an explanatory addition, perhaps prompted 
by 1 Cor. 3,16. Lefévre put spiritus sancti qui est 
in vobis. 

19 ipsi vestri iuris tautõv (“vestri” Vg.). Erasmus 
again expands the meaning, for the sake of 
clarity. See also Annot. on vs. 20. 

20 Nam empti estis tyyop&o8n e yap ("Empti 
enim estis" Vg.). See on Iob. 3,34. 

20 precio twits (“precio magno" Vg.). The Vul- 
gate use of magno lacks Greek ms. support, and 
appears to be an interpretative addition. See 
Annot., and also Apolog. resp. Iac. Lop. Stun., ASD 
IX, 2, p. 182, 1l. 353-359. This reading is listed 
in the Quae Sint Addita. The same correction 
was advocated by Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. 
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So0€doate Si) Tov 8cóv iv TH ooyom 
Üucv, Kal iv TÓÀ TveUpami Udy, | 
&tiv& tot: ToU OcoU. 


Tlepi 8& àv éypdyaté poi KaAdv 

&vOpwtra, yuvaikds ur) &rrreo8od. 
?Bi& 5& tas Tropvelas, Exaotos Thy tav- 
TOU yuvaika éyéte, kal exdotn tov {iov 
&v6pa xét. Tfj yuvatd ó vp Tv 
ógelAopévrv eüvoiav &ro815Ó6Tc, ópoí- 
ws 5E kai fj yuvi TH &v8pt. 44 yuvi ToO 
iSiou owpatos otK i£ouvciáZe, KAA’ ô 
&vijp. ópoícs 5& kal ó dviip ToU i&iou 
capatos otk eovuordde, GAA’ À yuvii. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Glorificate iam deum in corpore ve- 
stro, et in spiritu vestro, quae sunt 
dei. | 


Caeterum de quibus  scripsistis 

mihi: Bonum est homini, vxo- 
rem non attingere. ^Attamen propter 
stupra vitanda, suam quisque vxorem 
habeat: et suum quaeque virum habe- 
at. *Vxori vir debitam beneuolentiam 
reddat: similiter autem et vxor viro. 
^Vxor proprii corporis ius non habet, 
sed maritus. Similiter et maritus pro- 
prii corporis ius non habet, sed vxor. 


7,1 Caeterum B-E: Ceterum A | 2 stupra ... quisque B-E: fornicationes, vnusquisque suam A | 


suum quaeque virum B-E: vnaquaeque virum suum A 


tiam A | 4 prius ius B-E: potestatem A 


20 iam Sh ("et portate" Vg.). The Vulgate has 
little support from Greek mss. and may have 
originated in a marginal comment which offered 
&pate as a synonym or exposition of the 
preceding word, 5o&ácarre, or which proposed 
&pa ye as a synonym for 85]. To some degree, 
the Vulgate reading (or rather its Old Latin 
source) may also have been doctrinally moti- 
vated, e.g. with a view to connecting the passage 
with 2 Cor. 4,10; Gal. 6,17. Cf. Annot. The 
version of Lefèvre substituted itaque. 


20 et in spiritu vestro, quae sunt dei kai tv tO 
trvevpot: Udy, é&rivá tot: tol oŭ (Vg. 
omits). The lengthy Vulgate omission is sup- 
ported by P* N A B C* D* F G and fifteen 
later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, accompanied by 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
Ce Der and about 550 later mss. (see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 198-200). See 
Annot. These nine words have been considered 
by some critics to be of spurious origin. A 
different explanation of this discrepancy is that 
an ancient scribe, by an error of parablepsis, 
omitted one or two complete lines of text, 
and that his defective copy became the source 
for several further mss. The scribe of $*, for 
example, was demonstrably prone to commit- 
ting lengthy errors of omission, mostly through 


| 3 beneuolentiam B-E: beniuolen- 


homoeoteleuton but also through mere para- 
blepsis, as may be seen eg. at 1 Cor. 10,28, 
where P“ (or its exemplar) mistakenly omitted 
the words tov pnvdcavta Kal Thy ouvelBnov. 
Erasmus’ rendering here agrees with Valla Annot. 
In Manetti, it is et in spiritu vestro, qu(a)ecunque 
sunt dei, and in Lefèvre, et in spiritu vestro, quae 
dei sunt. 


7,1 Caeterum de quibus epi 66 cov ("De quibus 
autem" Vg.). See on Act. 6,2. 


1 vxorem yuvaikós (“mulierem” Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus argues that the Greek word, though 
ambiguous in itself, should be rendered here 
as vxor, on the grounds that the rest of the 
passage clearly speaks of the relationship of 
husband and wife, and not merely man and 
woman. The change was doctrinally significant 
as this verse was sometimes alleged as a proof 
text for the practice of monastic or priestly 
celibacy. In his Apolog. resp. lac Lop. Stun., 
ASD IX, 2, p. 184, ll. 361-373, Erasmus further 
defended his translation of the passage. Simi- 
lar substitutions occur in twelve other places, 
e.g. at Mt. 5,28; 19,10; Mc. 12,22. However, 
Erasmus retains mulier, in similar contexts, 
at Mt. 22,27; Lc. 20,32; 1 Cor. 7,13; 9,5, and 
changes vxor to mulier at Mc. 10,12. Lefévre put 
vxori at the present passage. 
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1 attingere &rereo001 (“tangere” Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus explains the verb as meaning to marry, 
and not merely to "touch". A similar substitu- 
tion of attingo occurs in rendering Trpoowauo 
at Lc. 11,46. Erasmus renders all other instances 
of &irtoyoi by tango. Lefèvre rendered the 
whole phrase by si vxori non iungatur. 


2 Attamen propter stupra vitanda Bia BE Tas 
tropveias ("propter fornicationem autem" late 
Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg"*; "propter 
fornicationes autem” some Vg. mss., with Vg"; 
"Attamen propter fornicationes" 1516). The 
use of the singular, fornicationem, in many Vul- 
gate mss., is probably only a matter of trans- 
lation, though codd. F G offer tiv rropvíav. 
Erasmus elsewhere uses attamen (generally as an 
alternative to autem or tamen) in rendering 5é 
at Mt. 6,29; 11,11; 14,9; Le. 7,28 (1519); 1 Cor. 
7,28, 38 (1519), 40; 2 Petr. 1,13, and also uses 
it for Arv at Mt. 11,22; Phil. 1,18; 3,16; 4,14, 
and for GAA& at 2 Tim. 1,12 (1519). In the 
Vulgate, attamen is nowhere used in the N.T., 
but occurs in about twenty O.T. passages. 
Erasmus does not often use propter in a purposive 
sense, though another example can be found 
at 1 Cor. 10,11 (propter admonitionem). See on 
Iob. 8,41 regarding stupra. In Annot., Erasmus 
also suggests scortationes. The addition of vitanda 
was for the sake of clarity. Manetti had propter 
fornicationes autem, and Lefèvre ob fornicationes 
tamen. 


2 suam quisque thy tavroU (“vnusquisque 
suam" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 12,3 regarding 
quisque. Lefèvre put unusquisque suam ipsius. 


2 suum quaeque virum Ek&oTr| Tov Biov &v6pa 
(“vnaquaeque suum virum" Vg.; "vnaquaeque 
virum suum" 1516). For quaeque, see again on 
on Rom. 12,3. Manetti put vnaqu(a)eque proprium 
virum, and Lefévre quaeque proprium ... virum, 
both making a more precise distinction between 
avroð and iBiov. 


3 debitam beneuolentiam thv dpeidopévny eŭ- 
voiav (“debitum” Vg.). The Vulgate reflects a 
Greek text substituting tiv OelAty, as in 
RP vid 4evid Y A B C D FG and a few other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, accom- 
panied by 1, 2105, 2816 and most other late 
mss. In Aznot., he also recorded the variant thy 
ógeiAoyévryy tit, which occurs in the homilies 
of Chrysostom. Erasmus expressed his opinion 
that thy ógeiA yv was the original reading, and 
that this had later been changed (possibly from 
a desire to moderate any sexual connotation) 
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into Thv ógeiAopévny. eOvoiav. This plausible 
argument has subsequently been widely adop- 
ted, An alternative explanation is possible. If 
ógsAopgévqv sÜvoiav had been the original 
wording, a marginal note which offered tiptyv 
as an exposition of eŭvoiav (based e.g. on Rom. 
13,7; 1 Petr. 3,7) might have induced one or 
more scribes to substitute ripr|v in their text. 
The further step from ógerAopévny Tiv to 
the shorter ópeiArjv is of a kind that could 
easily arise from an accidental omission of 
letters. Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre all 
advocated debitam benivolentiam (sic). 


4 Vxor ... uxor fj yuvi ... À yuv ("Mulier ... 
mulier" Vg). See on vs. 1. This change was 
likewise proposed by Valla Annot., Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 

4 proprii (twice) ToO iSiou (“sui” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 1,11; 1 Cor. 6,18. Manetti and Lefévre 
offered the same wording. 

4 ius non babet (twice) oim souoidZa ("po- 
testatem non habet" Vg.; "potestatem non ha- 
bet ... ius non habet" 1516). By this change, 
Erasmus perhaps wished to convey the sense of 
"right" or "authority" rather than physical 
control. Cf. his frequent substitution of autoritas 
for potestas in rendering €oucia in the synoptic 
Gospels (see on Act. 26,12); in the rest of the 
N.T., he usually retains potestas. Lefévre put non 
babet potestatem. (twice). 

4 maritus (twice) ó &vrip (“vir” Vg.). The ra- 
tionale for this change is the same as for 
changing mulier to vxor throughout this passage. 
A similar substitution occurs at Mt. 1,16, 19; 
1 Cor. 7,11, 13, 14, 16, 39; 1 Tim. 3,2, 12; Tit. 
2,4. In the Vulgate, the word maritus is used 
at about thirty O.T. passages, but nowhere in 
the N.T. 


4 Similiter et 6uolcs Sè kai ("Similiter autem 
et" Vg). Erasmus' rendering is inconsistent 
with vs. 3, where he used the Vulgate wording 
to translate the same Greek expression. He also 
has similiter autem et at Iac. 2,25, where the Vul- 
gate omitted autem. He follows the Vulgate in 
putting similiter autem at Lc. 5,10, and similiter 
et at Lc. 10,32. At the present passage, he was 
possibly influenced by cod. 2815* which omitted 
öt. The word was restored in 2815°", but it is 
represented only by a compendium, which 
could easily have been overlooked by a later 
reader. Another influence could have been Am- 
brosiaster, who had exactly the same wording. 
Lefèvre put Simili quoque modo et. 
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Sut) é&moocrepéire SAAT Aus, ef uh m 
àv èk oUUgavoU mpòs Kaipdv, iva 
cxoAóGrre Ti vnoteia Kal ti) mpos- 
eux Kai méAw mi TO aUTÓ ouv- 
épxnove, iva uh mepáčņ Guas ó 
caTavas Sic thy åkpaciav Uydv. 
STotto 8 Aéyw katà ouyyvo- 
unv, où | kar émiteryiv. 7 8£Ac 
yàp rávras avOpatrous elvan, os 
Kal éuoutév. AA? Exaotos {iov 
xapiopa eye. k Oeot, & 5 — uiv 
otttws, Os è otros. 
*Aéyc 8 Toig cydpors 
Tos xpa, KoAóv atrtois 
&àv peivwciv wos Kayo. 


A 

Kai 
toTiv 
9st Sè 


5 precationi B-E: orationi A | in vnum B-E: 
tiam A | praeceptum B-E: preceptum A | 8 


5 Ne fraudetis u &trootepeite ("Nolite frau- 
dare" Vg.). See on Rom. 11,18, and Annot. The 
same change was made by Manetti. Lefévre’s 
version had Nolite priuati esse ab. 


5 vos inuicem &XNAous (“inuicem” Vg.). See 
on Job. 4,33. 

5 nisi si quid e uh Th tev ("nisi forte" Vg.). 
The spelling &&v is not used by Erasmus' codd. 
1, 2105, 2815, 2816, 2817, and may have been 
an arbitrary correction or a misprint. The text 
cited in Annot., and attested by nearly all mss., 
has äv for áv, though the word is completely 
omitted in 39 6 B. At Lc. 9,13; 2 Cor. 13,5, where 
the text has just el yt) ri, without &v, Erasmus 
replaces mist forte with nisi and nist sicubi, res- 
pectively. At the present passage, Manetti put 
just nisi, and Lefèvre nisi aliquantulum. 

5 pro tempore vrpós Kaipdv (“ad tempus” Vg.). 
Erasmus also uses pro tempore for eis Tov Kaipdv 
at Hebr. 9,9, though he is content to retain ad 
tempus for vrpós Kaupdv at Le. 8,13. 


5 ieiunio et th vro ela Kal (Vg. omits). The 
Vulgate omission is supported by $!!"4 *6 N * 
ABCD F G and thirty-two other mss. Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 
1, 2105, 2816, with N ©" and about 540 other 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 200-3). See Annot. It is possible to see how 
different parties within the early church might 
have had doctrinal reasons either for adding 
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5Ne fraudetis vos inuicem, nisi 
si quid ex consensu, pro tempore 
vt vacetis ieiunio et precationi: et 
rursum in vnum  conueniatis, ne 
tentet vos satanas propter intem- 
perantiam vestram. 

$Hoc autem dico iuxta indul 
gentiam, non iuxta praeceptum. | 
"Nam velim omnes homines esse, 
vt et ipse sum. Sed vnusquisque 
proprium donum habet ex deo, 
alius quidem sic, alius autem sic. 


*Dico autem  inconiugatis et 
viduis, bonum eis est si man- 
serint vt et ego: ?quod si 


ad idipsum 4 | 6 indulgentiam B-E: ignoscen- 


inconiugatis B-E: innuptis 4 


or for deleting this reference to the practice of 
fasting (cf. the omission of koi vnoteia by 
three early mss. at Mc. 9,29). It may also be 
noted that a common form of scribal error 
could have caused a copyist to leap from Ti 
before vnoteig to ti before Trpoceuyfj, resul- 
ting in the loss of three words from the text. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same correction 
as Erasmus. 


5 precationi ti) mpoceuytj (“orationi” 1516 
= Vg.). See on Act. 1,14. The article Tfj was 
omitted in 1516 Annot., contrary to Erasmus’ 
Basle mss. 


5 rursum wéAw (“iterum” Vg). See on Rom. 
15,10. Lefévre put rursus. 


5 in vnum conueniatis irl TÒ AUTO ouvépyno8e 
("reuertimini in id ipsum" Vg.; "ad idipsum 
conueniatis" 1516). The Vulgate use of reuertor 
(“return”) lacks support from Greek mss. A few 
mss, commencing with 4 N A BC D 
F G, have ite for ovvépynods. It has been 
suggested that ouvépynote (or -ec6e) originated 
as a later explanatory comment. An alternative 
view would be that one or more scribes objected 
to the sexual overtones of ovvépynote in such 
a context (cf. plv 1j cuveAGelv otrtous in Mt. 
1,18), and hence substituted the more neutral 
Ate. In 1535 Annot., referring to Augustine and 
Origen, Erasmus speculates that these reflected 
a Greek text having yívec8e. His own text 
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follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 
1, 2105 and most other late mss. (cf. also 
cuvépyeo8e in 3B and cod. 2816). His substi- 
tution of in vnum is consistent with the Vulgate 
rendering of Mt. 22,34; Le. 17,35; Act. 4,26; 
1 Cor. 11,20; 14,23. See also on 1 Cor. 11,20. 
Manetti put iz id ipsum conuenite, and Lefèvre 
simul conuenite. 


5 intemperantiam Tv àkpaciav ("incontinen- 
tiam" Vg.). Erasmus translates éxpacia in the 
same way at Mt. 23,25 (1519). C£. also his sub- 
stitution of temperantia for continentia in ren- 
dering tyxpérteia at Gal. 5,23. See Annot. His 
rendering is the same as that of Ambrosiaster 
(1492). 


6 iuxta (twice) Kate ... Kort’ ("secundum" Vg.). 
See on Act. 13,23. 


6 indulgentiam ovyyveuny (“ignoscentiam” 
1516). In Annot., Erasmus cites the variant 
yvouny, which he found in his cod. 2815, with 
support from few other mss. His use of the 
comparatively rare word, ignoscentia, in 1516, 
was perhaps prompted by the desire to improve 
on Lefévre’s suggestion of permissionem. In 1519, 
he reverted to the Vulgate wording. 


6 non où ("et non" Vg. 1527). The addition of 
et in the 1527 Vulgate column, and also in the 
Froben Vulgates of 1491 and 1514, lacks Greek 
ms. support. Erasmus' rendering agrees with 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefèvre (both columns). 


6 praeceptum Ev vracyt|v (“imperium” Vg.). This 
substitution is consistent with Vulgate usage 
at vs. 25, though Erasmus is content to use 
secundum imperium to replace quasi zmperans in 
rendering kat’ émitayty at 2 Cor. 8,8. For his 
treatment of this Greek word elsewhere, see on 
Rom. 16,26. Lefévre made the same change. 


7 Nam velim 66x yap (“Volo autem” Vg.). 
The Vulgate reflects a Greek text substituting 
dé for yáp, as in P“ N* A C D* F G and 
a few other mss. Erasmus follows his codd. 
2815*9** and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816 
and most other mss., this time commencing 
with Ne" B Der, In cod. 2815*, yáp was 
altogether omitted, though reinstated by a later 
corrector. Erasmus follows Lefévre in using the 
more tactful subjunctive, velim, probably so as 
to avoid the appearance of contradicting the 
apostle's previous assurance that this was not 
to be understood as a command. A similar use 
of velim occurs in vs. 32. Cf. the substitution 
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of nolim for nolo at 1 Cor. 10,1, 20, and see also 
Annot. The rendering of Manetti was Volo enim, 
and Lefévre Velim autem. 


7 bomines &vOpoymrous (“vos” late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate is unsupported by Greek mss. Eras- 
mus' correction agrees with the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


7 vt et ipse sum cg xoà èpautóv (“sicut me 
ipsum” Vg.). The Vulgate omission of et has 
little support from Greek mss. For vt, see on 
Rom. 1,21. Erasmus adds sum to complete the 
sense. Manetti had sicut et me ipsum, and Lefèvre 
tanquam et me ipsum. 


7 autem Bé ("vero" Vg.). See on Rom. 8,10. 


8 inconiugatis rois &yduois (“non nuptis" Vg.; 
"innuptis" 1516). One problem with zon nuptis 
was that it could have been misunderstood as 
implying, "I am not speaking to the married 
and the widows”. The adoption of innuptis in 
1516 conforms with the example of the Vulgate 
at 1 Cor. 7,11, 34. However, in classical usage, 
innuptis would have been applicable mainly to 
unmarried women, corresponding with the 
variant reading rods érydpors, exhibited by 
codd. 2105, 2815 and a few other late mss. 
Where the Greek word is accompanied by the 
masculine article, it can include both sexes. See 
Annot. The 1519 substitution of inconiugatis 
was still not satisfactory, as it has no classical 
precedent. Lefèvre put tis qui sine vxore sunt, 
possibly influenced by Valla Annot., which 
likewise advocated a masculine sense. 


8 eis est avtois toriv (“est illis" Vg.). The Vul- 
gate word-order would correspond more closely 
with éotiv atrtois, but since this has little 
ms. support, a more probable influence was a 
Greek text which altogether omitted totiy, as 
in 3355 N ABC D* FG and a few other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported 
by 1 and 2816, with D°" and most later mss. 
(cod. 2105 omits torriv, and has atrrais for aù- 
tois). For the removal of illis, see on Rom. 1,28. 
Manetti put est ipsis, and Lefèvre ipsis est. 


8 sí manserint vt t&v pelvoow os (“si sic per- 
manserint sicut” late Vg.). The Vulgate use of 
the doubled sic... sicut could reflect the addition 
of otras after t&v, as in cod. C. For vt, see 
on Rom. 1,21. A similar substitution of maneo 
occurs at 1 Cor. 7,20, 24, 40; 1 Tim. 2,15; 2 Tim. 
3,14 (1516 only); 1 Petr. 1,23; 2 Ioh. 9. Erasmus 
retains permaneo for péveo at loh. 6,27; 1 Iob. 
2,19, 24; 2 Iob. 2. More often he uses permaneo 
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OUK éyKpaTevovTal,  yauno&rocav. 
Kpelocov  yóáp oti yapijon, jj 
Trupovota. 


Tois 58 yeyaunkóoi: mapayytà- 
Aw, ouK ya, AAG KUpios, yv- 
voika did dvSpds uth xopic8fvor 
Négv 5b Kal xopic8i, uevéro é&ya- 
Mos, fj TH év5pi karoAAayfyro Kai 
&v6pa yuvoika pt piva. — P rois 
68 Aormois tym Aéyc, ovy ó kúpos. 

Ei tis aSeApds  yuvaika éyer 
&ricTov, Kal oUT!| ouvevSokei oikeiv 
vet? ato, ut) é&qiéroo attiy P Kod 
yuvh itis Exe. G&vEpa a&motov, Kai 
autos ouvevSokei olkeiv peT’ aÙTÑS, 
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se non continent, contrahant matri- 
monium. Nam satius est matrimo- 
nium contrahere, quam vri. 

10 At coniugatis praecipio, non 
ego, imo dominus Vxor a viro ne 
separetur: quod si separata fuerit, 
maneat innupta, aut marito recon- 
cilietur: et maritus vxorem ne dimit- 
tat. "Reliquis autem ego dico, non 
dominus. 

Si quis frater vxorem habet in- 
fidelem, et haec assentitur vt habitet 
cum illo, ne dimittat eam: Pet mu- 
lier quae habet maritum infidelem, 
et is assentitur vt habitet cum ea, 


7,11 av8pi A-C D^ E: av D* | 12 cuveu&oka B-E: cuvevBonei A 


9 se... contrahant matrimonium B-E: intemperantes sunt, nubant 4 | matrimonium con- 
trahere B-E: nubere A | 10 At coniugatis/4 B D E: A coniugatis C | praecipio B-E: dico A | 
11 dimittat B-E: amittat 4 | 12 dimittat B-E: amittat ÆA | 13 maritum A B D E: maritu C 


for the compound forms of the Greek verb, 
such as Biapéveo, Emipéveo and mapapévo. 
Manetti had si sic permanent sicut, and Lefévre 
si maneant quemadmodum. 


9 se non continent ov tykpatevovtai (“non se 
continent” Vg.; "intemperantes sunt” 1516). 
The substitution of intemperantes in 1516 was 
too emphatic. Ambrosiaster and Manetti had 
the same wording as Erasmus’ 1519 edition, 
while Lefévre put continere non valent. 


9 contrabant matrimonium ... matrimonium con- 
trahere younodtwoav ... yayoa ("nubant 
... nubere" 1516 = Vg.). The reading yapsívocav 
(for yaunoé&rocav) in cod. 2815 has support 
from some other late mss. Erasmus' text fol- 
lows cod. 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816 and 
most other mss. A similar substitution of ma- 
trimonium contrabo occurs at Mt. 19,10; 22,30; 
24,38; Mc. 12,25; 1 Tim. 4,3. Erasmus, following 
the tendency of classical Latin authors, prefers 
to reserve nubo for the marriage of women. See 
Annot. on Mt. 19,10 as well as on the present 
passage. Lefèvre put zuptiis intendant ... nuptiis 
intendere. 


9 Nam satius est «peiocov yap toti ("Melius 
est enim" Vg). For nam, see on lob. 3,34. 
A similar substitution of satius occurs at 


2 Petr. 2,21, in the sense of "preferable" rather 
than "better". In rendering kpeirrov at 1 Petr. 
3,17, Erasmus replaces melius est with praestat. 
The spelling xpeirrov, which he uses in Annot., 
occurs in codd. 2105 and 2817, and also in 
(389) N B D and a few later mss. In his con- 
tinuous Greek text, kpeiocov is in agreement 
with codd. 1, 2815, 2816, together with most 
other mss., commencing with A C F G. The 
version of Lefèvre had Nam melius est. 

10 At coniugatis Tois St yeyaunkóo: (“His au- 
tem qui matrimonio iuncti sunt” Vg.). Erasmus’ 
more economical rendering formed a suitable 
antithesis to inconiugatis in vs. 8. In Annot., 
lemma, the Vulgate rendering is cited as having 
iunctae (referring only to wives), in accordance 
with some Vulgate copies. For at, see on Iob. 
1,26. Manetti put His autem qui nupserunt, and 
Lefèvre lis autem qui nuptiis sunt addicti. 


10 praecipio rrapocy y&XAco. (“dico” 1516). The 
surprisingly weak rendering, dico, is not used 
elsewhere by Erasmus for trapayyéAAw, and 
seems to have been a deliberate harmonisation 
with vs. 8. 


10 imo &XA& (“sed” Vg.). See on Act. 19,2. 
The substitution of &AA& may have been a 
misprint as codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816, 2817 
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all have &AA’ 6, together with P% D"! G and 
most other mss. The reading of codd. Ñ A B 
C'i D*, and a few later mss., is GAAG 6. 


10 Vxor .. me separetur yuvoika ... wt Xw- 
pioðñva: ("vxorem ... non discedere" Vg). A 
similar substitution of separo occurs in vs. 11. 
Erasmus retains discedo for the same Greek 
verb in vs. 15, and also in Act. 1,4. His use of 
the subjunctive ignores the subtlety of the 
Greek syntax of vss. 10-11, in which there is a 
shift from infinitive to imperative, and back 
again to infinitive. Lefèvre put mulier ... non 
separetur. 

11 separata fuerit XcopicOt) (“discesserit” Vg.). 
See on vs. 10. Lefévre had separetur. 

11 maneat innupta ... reconcilietur uevérco Sy apos 
... KaTOAAcry hT ("manere innuptam ... recon- 
ciliari" Vg.). The Vulgate use of these infinitives 
has little support from Greek mss. other than 
uéveiv ... karaAAayfjvar in codd. F G, and 
represents an attempt to harmonise the construc- 
tion with the previous infinitive, Xopic8fjvar. 
See 1516 Annot. The wording of Erasmus agreed 
with that of Valla Annot. and Manetti, while 
Lefèvre had maneat sine viro ... reconcilietur. 


11 marito ... maritus TẸ &v6pl ... &võpa ("viro 
suo .. vir" Vg.). See on vs. 4 for maritus. The 
Vulgate addition of suo has little explicit sup- 
port from Greek mss., but is legitimate for the 
purpose of translation. Manetti and Lefévre 
put viro ... vir. 


11 ze uh (“non” late Vg.). Erasmus felt that the 
use of me was more appropriate to accompany 
the subjunctive. In effect, he restored the earlier 
Vulgate reading. The same change occurs in 
vss. 12-13. See on Rom. 14,3. 


11 dimittat &qiévoa ("amittat" 1516). A similar 
substitution of amitto occurs in vss. 12-13 (1516 
only), and also in rendering &moAuo at Mt. 
15,23; 19,7 (1516-19 only). This use of amitto 
in 1516 was a questionable change, as it could 
be understood as meaning “lose” or “be parted 


from" rather than "send away" or "divorce". 


12 Reliquis autem ois 65 Aovmois ("Nam cae- 
teris" Vg.). The Vulgate use of zm is unsup- 
ported by Greek mss. For reliquis, see on Rom. 
1,13. Manetti had Ceteris autem, and Lefèvre De 
caeteris autem. 


12 ego dico tym Aéyco ("dico ego" Vg. 1527). 
The word-order of the 1527 Vulgate column, 
and also the Froben Vulgates of 1491 and 
1514, corresponds with the reading Aéyw éya, 
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found in 39:4 N A B C and some other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, with 
1, 2105, 2816, and also (D) F G and most other 
mss. His rendering agrees with the earlier Vul- 
gate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre (both 
columns). 


12 assentitur ouvevdoxei "consentit" Vg.). See 
on Act. 22,20. The same change occurs in 


vs, 13. 


12 vt habitet oixciv (“habitare” Vg.). Erasmus 
prefers to avoid the infinitive after verbs ex- 
pressing various kinds of decision, treating 
these in the same way as indirect commands. 
The same substitution occurs in vs. 13. Cf. also 
the replacement of seruare by vt seruet after the 
verb decreuit in vs. 37, below. 


12 ne uf) (“non” Vg.). See on vs. 11. 


12 dimittat &qiéroo. (“amittat” 1516). See on 
vs. 11. 


12 eam aùthv ("illam" Vg.). The added em- 
phasis of illam was not required at this point. 
See on Rom. 1,28. Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same change. 


13 mulier quae yuvi mis (“si qua mulier fi- 
delis" late Vg.). The Vulgate use of si gua may 
reflect a Greek text having yuvt) ef ‘is, as 
in P“ N D* F G and many other mss., in- 
cluding 2816*4, The late Vulgate addition of 
fidelis, however, lacks Greek ms. support. Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 
1, 2105", 2816", with A B D" and most later 
mss. (cod. 2105* omitted kai yuvi ... adrróv). 
The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Manetti 
had si qua mulier, while Lefévre Comm. put si 
Uxor quaepiam. 

13 maritum &v6pa ("virum" Vg.). See on vs. 4. 


13 is adtds (“hic” Vg.). The Vulgate reflects a 
Greek variant, oUTos, supported by 33!! 5 N A 
B C D* F G and some other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 21058, 2816, as well as D?" and most later 
mss. Both Manetti and Lefèvre had spse. 


13 assentitur cuvevBoxei (“consentit” Vg.). See 
on Act. 22,20. The same change occurs in 
vs. 12. 


13 vt habitet olkciv (“habitare” Vg.). See on 
vs. 12. 


13 ea ovrfjs (“illa” Vg.). This change was not 
strictly necessary, as illa has the sense of "the 
former", as required by the context. In the 
parallel passage in vs. 12, Erasmus had retained 
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^ fyiaorat yàp 6 


uh &piéroo. avTOv. 
&vip ó &miotos év tÅ yuvouki, Kai 
hyiaota fj yuvi fj &motos iv TH 
&vOpí. imei &pa Ta TÉkva Úv óá- 
8aprá toni, viv 5& &yi& otv. Mel 
Se ó &motos xwpičera, ywpiléodu. 
oU Se50uAcwtar Ó &beApos f| Á ASe- 
gt) èv Toig torouTots, Ev 8E cipüvm 
KeKAnkev tds 6 Beds. Śri yap olbos, 
yuvea, ei. Tov GvSpa coooeis; ij ti ol- 
Sas, dvep, el Thy yuvaika owoeis; 
VEL pth ékdotwo as èpépioev 6 
Geds, ExaoTOV ws KEKATNKEV ó KUPIOS, 
oUTws Trepitrateitw’ Kal otTws iv 
Tais ékkAn | oíois mása Siatdacopat. 
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ne dimittat illum. ™Sanctificatus est 
enim maritus incredulus per vxorem, 
et sanctificata est vxor incredula per 
maritum. Alioqui filii vestri immun- 
di essent, nunc autem sancti sunt. 
5Quod si incredulus discedit, disce- 
dat. Non est seruituti subiectus frater 
aut soror in huiusmodi, sed in pace 
vocauit nos deus. ‘Qui namque scis 
mulier, an maritum sis seruatura? Aut 
qui scis vir, an vxorem sis seruaturus? 
”Vtcunque fuerit, vnusquisque vt 
ipsi partitus est deus, vnusquisque vt 
illum vocauit dominus, ita | ambulet: 
et sic in ecclesiis omnibus ordino. 


14 alt. yao Toa A* B-E: nyiao8o1 A’ | ere B-E: em A 


13 dimittat B-E: amittatA | 14 incredulus per vxorem B-E: infidelis, in vxore | incredula per 
maritum B-E; infidelis, in marito Æ | essent B-E: sunt | 15 incredulus B-E: infidelis 4 | 


17 ipsi B-E: ille 4*, illi 4° 


ille. More consistently Manetti and Lefèvre 
both put eo in vs. 12, and ea here in vs. 13. 


13 ze uh ("non" Vg.). See on vs. 11. 


13 dimittat &piéroo. (amittat" 1516). See on 
vs. 11. 

13 illum aùtóv (“virum” Vg.). The Vulgate is 
based on a Greek text substituting tov &vBpa, 
as used by $!! “ N or A B C D F G and some 
later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, along with 1, 2105™8, 2816 and most 
other late mss. (cf. aùtòv &v8pa in cod. N *). 
The question here is whether the shorter text 
adopted by Erasmus represents a later harmo- 
nisation designed to reproduce the format of 
vs. 12 (uf) &qiéteo avri), or whether Tov &v- 
Spa began as a scribal attempt at clarification. 
Manetti put eum, and Lefèvre ipsum. 


14 maritus 6 dvip ("vir" Vg.). See on vs. 4. 
14 incredulus ... incredula &motos ... &mio tos 
("infidelis ... infidelis" 1516 = Vg). See on 
Rom. 15,31. This change is partly for the sake 
of stylistic variety, in view of the retention of 
infidelis at 1 Cor. 6,6; 7,12, 13. 

14 per vxorem èv Tij yuvouki ("per mulierem 
fidelem" late Vg.; "in muliere fideli" Vg. mss.; 
"in vxore" 1516). For vxor, see on vs. 1. The 


addition of fidelem in the late Vulgate, and of 
fideli in the earlier Vulgate, corresponds with 
Tfj moti in codd. D F G, though the text of 
these mss. is possibly no more than a retrans- 
lation from the Latin at this point. In 1516 
Annot., Erasmus omits Tfj, contrary to his Basle 
mss. This passage is included in the Quae Sint 
"Addita. Manetti made the same change as Eras- 
mus (though the first hand of Pal. Lat. 45 fol- 
lowed the Vulgate), while Lefèvre put in muliere. 


14 vxor 4j yuvh (“mulier” Vg.). See on vs. 1. 
Manetti again made the same change. 


14 per maritum tv TG &v6pi (“per virum fi- 
delem" Vg.; “in marito" 1516). For maritus, see 
on vs. 4. The Vulgate addition of fidelem has 
support from only six late mss, which add 
TicTÓ. Twenty-one mss, commencing with 
P“ N* A B C D* (F) G, have &SeAge instead 
of av&pi. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 
Nor Dor and about 560 later mss. (see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 206-8). See 
Annot. This textual variation has prompted the 
suggestion that &v&pí was substituted by scribes 
who wished to avoid &&eApé@ being misunder- 
stood to refer, in a literal sense, to the woman's 


brother. An alternative possibility is that d5eApe 
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and virum fidelem represented divergent expla- 
natory doctrinal glosses, which both aimed to 
make clear that an unbeliever could not be 
sanctified through his or her spouse unless the 
latter were a Christian. Manetti had per virum 
(though the first hand of Pal Lat. 45 again 
followed the Vulgate), and Lefévre in viro. 


14 Alioqui tei &pa (“Alioquin” Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 5,10. Lefèvre made the same change. 


14 essent tov ("sunt" 1516). In 1516, Erasmus 
tried a more literal rendering. The same change 
was made by Lefèvre. 


15 incredulus &moros (“infidelis” 1516 = Vg.). 
See on vs. 14. 


15 Nom est seruituti subiectus où Se50vAwTAL 
(*Non enim seruituti subiectus est" late Vg.). 
The Vulgate addition of enim does not enjoy 
Greek ms. support. Erasmus, as elsewhere, 
chooses to move the auxiliary verb to an earlier 
position: cf. on Rom. 2,27. Manetti put Non 
enim seruituti addictus est, and Lefèvre neque 
seruituti subiectus sit. 


15 aut Ñ (“vel” Vg. 1527). See on Job. 2,6. The 
1527 Vulgate column agreed with the Froben 
Vulgates of 1491 and 1514. Erasmus’ rendering 
was the same as that of the earlier Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre (both columns). 


15 buiusmodi rois vovoUrois ("eiusmodi" Vg.). 
Cf. on Rom. 16,18. Erasmus’ wording agreed 
with the rendering of Ambrosiaster. Manetti 
and Lefèvre both put in talibus. 


15 sed in pace tv 5è eipriv (“in pace autem” 
Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 


15 nos tas (“vos” late Vg.). The late Vulgate 
reflected the substitution of Wuds, occurring in 
cod. 2105, and also in N * A C and a few later 
mss. Erasmus follows his codd. 2815 and 2817, 
supported by 1, 2816 and most other mss., 
commencing with Pp“ N°" B D F G. See 
Annot. Erasmus’ correction produced agreement 
with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefévre. 


16 Qui .. qui ti... ti ("Vnde ... vnde" Vg.). 
This may be compared with Erasmus' sub- 
stitution of Qui for Quid in rendering ti at 
Me. 4,40. See also on Rom. 8,32 for his use 
of qui in this sense at other passages. Ma- 
netti and Lefèvre both put Quid .. quid here 
(cf. Ambrosiaster, Quid ... vnde). 


16 namque y&p (“enim” Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 
3,21. 
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16 an (twice) el (“si” Vg.). See on lob. 9,25. 
16 maritum tov &vBpa ("virum" Vg). See 
on vs. 4. 

16 sis seruatura ... sis seruaturus DWOEIS ... TOES 
(“saluum facies ... saluam facies” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 3,17 for seruo. The use of the subjunctive 
in Latin was normal for this kind of indirect 
question, and more appropriate, in view of the 
implied uncertainty. Manetti and Lefèvre both 
put saluabis (twice). 

16 vxorem tiv yuvoika (“mulierem” Vg.). See 
on vs. 1. Erasmus' choice of word was the same 
as that of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 
17 Vicunque fuerit Et yh (“Nisi” Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus cites the variant Ñ pt from cod. 
2817*"', and mentions the recommendation of 
28170m that el ur (sic) should be attached to 
the end of the previous sentence. He uses vtcun- 
que only once elsewhere in the N.T., to render 
dos äv at 1 Cor. 12,2. Lefèvre had Nichil nisi. 
17 vnusquisque vt ipsi &&oTco cos (“vnicuique 
sicut" Vg.; "vnusquisque vt illi" 1516 errata). 
Erasmus' expanded rendering provides a clearer 
subject for the verb, ambulet. Lefévre had vt 
vnicuique. 

17 partitus est tuépioev (“diuisit” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 12,3. Lefévre put impertitus est. 

17 deus... dominus 6 eds ... 6 KUpios (“dominus 
.. deus” Vg.). The Vulgate transposition reflects 
a different Greek text, ò KUpios ... ó Oeds, as 
in 3355 N. A B C D F and a few later mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along 
with 1, 2105*", 2816* and most other late 
mss. (cf. Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 208-12). Manetti made the same change, 
whereas Lefèvre put deus in both places. 


17 vnusquisque vt illum &ac tov cx ("vnum- 
quemque sicut" Vg.). See on &xccoTe cos, above. 
Lefévre had Vt onumquemque. 


17 sic otrtws (“sicut” Vg.). Erasmus is more 
accurate here. The same change was made by 
Manetti and Lefévre (and also by Vg*, apparently 
without support from any Vulgate mss.). 


17 ecclesiis omnibus Toig tkxAnoíois tméoars 
("omnibus ecclesiis" Vg.). The Vulgate possibly 
reflects a different Greek word-order, rr&cais 
Taş éxxAnotais, as in cod. X and many later 
mss. 


17 ordino Biatd&coopai (“doceo” Vg). The 


Vulgate rendering is nearer to the Greek variant 
81SdoxKeo, exhibited by codd. D* F G, but the 
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Werrepitetunuevos Tis éeANOn; uh 
&mioTác0c. èv  åkpoßuorig 
KAHON; pt)  Teprreuvéco. 
Trepitopy  oùðév — oT, 
ékxpopucTía ^ oó6fv éotiy, 
Tüpnois évroAGv eo. 

?"Exaoros èv ti kAca fj &An- 
Ən, èv oUTQ peveTo. 21 500A0c 
ékAT/Ons; Mý oor uero GAA’ 
ei Kal Svvacar éAevOepos —yevé- 
c9oi, paAAov xpijcat. 25 yàp 
v kupio KAnOeis SoUA0s, åt- 
eAeU8epos — kupíou — éoriv. — droiws 
Kal 6 éAevOepos  KAneis, SoAds 
ioci Xpiotoŭ. Zips ħyopáoðn- 
Te, ut) yívec8e SotjAo1  &vOpoxrroy. 
*Wekaotos tv & kahen, d&deAgoil, 
tv Tout uevéro mapà Ed. 


Kod ñ 
GANG 


Tepi è tTOv  TapOtvov èm- 
Tayħv Kupiou oùk fyw yvounv 
Sè Sider, ws  Tenuévo; Utrd 
Kupíou motos eiva. 2 vouiZoo 
oUv ToUTO  KoAóv  Uümápyew Bick 
Tv | évecTÀOcav = &váyxnv. | OTL 
KoAdv åvðpæmw TÒ oUTws elvan. 


18 prius est? B-E: est, A | 
alt. est? B-E: est, A | 


praeputium B-E: preputium 4 | 
19 praeputium B-E: preputium A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


18 Circuncisus aliquis vocatus est? Ne 
accersat praeputium. In praeputio ali- 
quis vocatus est? Ne circuncidatur. 
PCircuncisio nihil est, et praeputi- 
um nihil est, sed obseruatio man- 
datorum dei. 

ZVnusquisque in ea vocatione in 
qua vocatus fuit, maneat. ?!Seruus 
vocatus es? Ne sit tibi curae: quin 
etiam si potes liber fieri, potius 
vtere. — "Etenim qui in domino 
vocatus est seruus, libertus domini 
est. Similiter et qui liber vocatus 
fuit, seruus est Christi. 7 Pretio 
empti fuistis, nolite fieri serui homi- 
num. ™Vnusquisque in eo, in quo 
vocatus fuit, fratres, maneat apud 
deum. 

? De virginibus autem praeceptum 
domini non habeo: consilium tamen 
do, tanquam misericordiam conse- 
quutus a domino, in hoc vt sim 
fidelis. % Arbitror igitur hoc bonum 
esse propter praesentem necessitatem. 
Nam bonum est homini sic esse. 


praeputio B-E: preputio 4 | 
20 Vnusquisque A B D E: 


Vunusquisque C | ea B-E: om. A | maneat B-E: in hac maneat A | 21 es? B-E: es, A | 
23 nolite fieri B-E: Ne fiatis A | 24 in eo ... fratres B-E: in quo vocatus fuit fratres, in eo 4 | 


26 Arbitror B-E: Puto A 


latter may in turn represent a retranslation 
from the Latin. For the use of ordino, see on 
Act. 7,44, and Annot. The same change was 
made by Lefèvre. 


18 Ne (twice) uh (“Non” Vg.). See on Rom. 
14,3. 


18 accersat praeputium émomdabe ("adducat 
praeputium” Vg.. Erasmus regarded adduco 
as being an indelicate expression to use in 
the present context: see Annot, and also 
Apolog. resp. Iac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 184, 
Il. 375-382. The version of Lefèvre was attrahat 


praeputium. 


18 In praeputio tv &«popucríq ("In praeputio 
autem" Vg. 1527). The 1527 Vulgate addition 
of autem, following the Froben Vulgate of 1514, 
lacks Greek ms. support. Erasmus' rendering 
agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 


Manetti and Lefévre (both columns). 


19 ^ (2nd). This article was omitted in 
cod. 2815, whereas most other mss. contain 
it. 


20 in ea vocatione in qua tv tÑ Khoe 1j... 
iv Taùt (“in qua vocatione ... in ea" Vg; 
“in vocatione in qua ... in hac" 1516). Eras- 
mus finds a more natural Latin word-order. 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS PRIMA  7,18-26 


A similar alteration occurs in vs. 24. Ambro- 
siaster had in ea vocatione in qua .. im ipsa, 
and Lefèvre in vocatione qua ... in ea. 


20 vocatus fuit iMm ("vocatus est" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 4,2. Inconsistently Erasmus re- 
tains vocatus es in vs. 21, and vocatus est in 
vs. 22 (a). 


20 maneat uevétoo. ("permaneat" Vg.). See on 
vs. 8. Lefèvre also made this change. 

21 Ne uń (“Non” Vg.). See on Rom. 14,3. 

21 quin etiam si GAN & Kal (“sed et si” Vg.). 
See on Job. 8,17 for quin. This substitution oc- 
curs again at Phil. 2,17. At 1 Petr. 3,14, Erasmus 
uses Imo si... etiam in rendering the same Greek 
phrase. See further on 1 Cor. 8,5. Manetti put 
sed si, and Lefévre attamen si. 

21 liber fieri ExeüOepos yevéodan ("fieri liber” 
late Vg.). Erasmus' word-order is more literal, 
agreeing with that of the earlier Vulgate, Ambro- 
siaster and Lefèvre. 

21 potius uGAdov (“magis” Vg.). See on Act. 
20,35. Lefèvre translated this part of the sen- 
tence by maiorem operam impende. 

22 Etenim qui 6 y&p ("Qui enim" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 3,7. Lefévre had nam qui. 

22 domini est kupiou totiv ("est domini" Vg.). 
Erasmus is more literal as to the word-order. 
In cod. 2815, with a few other late mss., kupíov 
is omitted. 


22 et xal (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by P% N A B and a few later 
mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
accompanied by 1, 2105, 2816 and most other 
late mss. In codd. D F G and a few later 
mss., it is 5& kai. Both Manetti and Lefèvre 
included et. 


22 vocatus fuit KdnOeis ("vocatus est” Vg.). See 
on vs. 20, and on Rom. 4,2. 

23 empti fuistis hyopdoOnte ("empti estis" Vg.). 
See ibid. 

23 nolite fieri wt) yiveoOe (“Ne fiatis” 1516). See 
on Rom. 11,18. Erasmus reverted to the Vulgate 
rendering in 1519, perhaps thinking that the 
hortative use of fio was not sufficiently in 
accordance with classical idiom. Manetti had 
ne efficiamini. 

24 Vnusquisque &aotos ("Vnusquisque ergo" 
late Vg. = Vg. 1527). In Annot., lemma, ergo is 
omitted, as in the earlier Vulgate. There appears 
to be no Greek ms. support for adding the 
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word. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
correction as Erasmus. 

24 in eo, in quo èv ® ... èv ToU T(o (“in quo 
.. in hoc" Vg; “in quo ... in eo" 1516). See on 
vs. 20. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had the same 
wording as Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 


24 vocatus fuit xd4On ("vocatus est” Vg.). See 
on vs. 20, and Rom. 4,2. 


24 fratres &SeAqot (“frater” late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate use of the singular lacks Greek ms. 
support, and probably arose by attraction to 
the adjacent singular verbs, vocatus est and 
maneat. In its correct form, the word is to be 
taken as a vocative plural. See Aznot. Erasmus’ 
version agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambro- 
siaster (who placed the word after vnusquisque), 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


24 maneat uevétoo. (“permaneat” late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). See on vs. 8. Erasmus again has 
the same wording as the earlier Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster and Lefévre. Manetti put remaneat. 


25 tamen Sé (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 
This change is for the sake of stylistic variety, 
in view of the use of autem earlier in the sen- 
tence. Lefèvre again made the same change. 


25 in boc vt sim elvan ("vt sim" Vg). Erasmus’ 
addition of i» hoc emphasises that this clause 
expresses a purpose. A comparable substitution 
of in boc .. vt can be seen at 1 Thess. 4,11. See 
also on Rom. 1,20. 


26 Arbitror vopičæœ (“Existimo” Vg.; "Puto" 
1516). The substitution of arbitror is consistent 
with the Vulgate rendering of vouíZc at Mt. 
10,34; 20,10. Erasmus’ use of puto, as found 
here in 1516, recurs at vs. 36, following the 
example of the Vulgate at Mt. 5,17; Le. 3,23. 
More often he has existimo for this Greek verb 
(cf. on Act. 2,15), and uses arbitror for fyyéopon 
and AoyíZonca. Lefèvre had Censeo. 


26 igitur otv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Job. 6,62. 
Lefévre made the same change. Some late Vul- 
gate copies have enim, as in Lefévre's Vulgate 
column. 

26 praesentem tveot&oav (“instantem” Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at Hebr. 9,9, con- 
sistent with Vulgate usage at 1 Cor. 3,22; Gal. 
1,4. Erasmus retains instans at Rom. 8,38. See 
Annot. This change produced agreement with 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


26 Nam 611 (“quoniam” Vg). See on Act. 
11,24. Manetti and Lefèvre put quod. 
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T Stesa yuvouki; pr fryer Avow. 
AéAuoal &mó yuvodkós; ut) Gre yv- 
voika. Biay 8 Kal yrjugs, ody 
fipapTes. Koi òv yun f| trapde- 
vos, où% fjuapre. G8Ahyw è TH 
capki &&ouciv oi ToioUToi. tym 686 
Ouóv eioan. — ?Toüro 86 pnm, 
&5cAgpol, Ó Kaipds cuveoToAuévog TÒ 
Aorróv écTiv, iva Kal of Eyovtes yuv- 
vaikas, cos ut) Éxovres Dor — "xoi 
oi KAaíovres, cs ui kAaíovrseg xod 
oi yaipovtes, ds yt) xoaípovreg Kai 
oi dyopdZovtes, ds ut) KATÉXOVTEŞ 
kal of ypdpevor TH kós% ToU- 
TQ, OS pt) Keraypoyevor. Trapéyel 
yap TÒ oyfjua ToU Kédopou ToUTov. 
96£Ac SE úÚuðş dyepipvous elvan. 
ó é&yapos pepipve TÈ ToU Kupiou, 


27 vxori? B-E: vxori, A | 
vxore? B-E: vxore, A 


quaere B-E: quere A | 
| quaeras B-E: queras 4 | 29 Caeterum illud B-E: Hoc autem 4 | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


? Alligatus es vxori? Ne quaere diuor- 
tium. Solutus es ab vxore? Ne quaeras 
vxorem. ^? Quod si duxeris vxorem, 
non peccasti. Et si nupserit virgo, 
non peccauit. Attamen afflictionem 
in carne habituri sunt huiusmodi. 
Ego vero vobis parco. Caeterum 
illud dico fratres, tempus contractum 
est: superest, vt qui habent vxores, 
sint tanquam non habeant Vet qui 
plorant, tanquam non plorent: et 
qui gaudent, tanquam non gaudeant: 
et qui emunt, tanquam non possi- 
deant: *et qui vtuntur mundo hoc, 
tanquam non vtantur. Praeterit enim 
habitus huius mundi. *Velim autem 
vos absque sollicitudine esse. Qui coe- 
lebs est, curat ea quae sunt domini, 


diuortium C-E; solutionem A B | 


30 possideant B-E: teneant A | 31 Praeterit B-E: preterit A 


27 Ne quaere .. Ne quaeras ut Giyrey .... pry 
Gite: ("noli quaerere ... noli quaerere" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 11,18. Manetti put ze queras 
(= ne quaeras), twice. 


27 diuortium Noc (“solutionem” 1516-19 
7 Vg). In classical Latin, as indicated in 
Annot., solutio is not the correct term for 
divorce. At the same time, Erasmus conceded 
that diuortium did not offer such a good contrast 
with the preceding alligatus, and it also broke 
the linguistic link between AVois and Atco, 
which the Vulgate had attempted to convey by 


using solutionem and solutus. 


28 Quod si t&v &é (“Si autem" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 3,25. Lefévre put attamen si. 


28 duxeris vxorem yiwns ("acceperis vxorem" 
Vg.). This change was in accordance with Vul- 
gate usage at Mt. 22,25; Lc. 14,20; 17,27; 20,35. 
Erasmus retains vxorem accipio for yuvoika 
Aaup&vco at Me. 12,19-20; Le. 20,28-9. At the 


present passage he has the same rendering as 
Lefèvre. Manetti had supseris. 


28 Attamen afflictionem 0A iw. Sé ("Tribula- 
tionem tamen" Vg.). See on vs. 2 for attamen, 
and on Job. 16,21 for afflictio. Manetti put 
Tribulationem autem, and Lefèvre praessuram 
tamen. 


28 in carne ti capxi (“carnis” Vg.). Erasmus 
is more accurate here. See Annot. The version 
of Lefévre had ob carnem. 


28 habituri sunt €&ouciv (“habebunt” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 2,6 for Erasmus’ more frequent use 
of the future participle. At the present passage, 
an advantage of the future participle was that 
it could indicate more precisely the identity of 
the subject: here, the use of habituri avoided the 
possibility that babebunt buiusmodi might be 
misunderstood to refer solely to females, seeing 
that the immediately preceding subject was 
virgo. 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS PRIMA 


28 vero Sé (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 
Lefèvre had tamen. 


29 Caeterum illud toro 8€ (“Hoc itaque" Vg.; 
“Hoc autem” 1516). The Vulgate use of itaque, 
normally representing oOv or doe, does not 
seem to reflect a Greek variant at this passage. 
For caeterum, see on Act. 6,2. For the use of 
illud to refer to a following statement, see on 
Rom. 6,6. Manetti and Lefévre put Hoc autem, 
as in Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


29 contractum ouveotahpévos ("breue" Vg.). 
Erasmus looks for a more expressive rendering 
to convey this Greek compound verb, not 
merely “short” but “constricted”. Cf. Annot. 


29 superest 16 Aovróv. otv ("reliquum est" 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 4,2. Inconsistently Erasmus 
substitutes quod reliquum est for de caetero in 
rendering TÒ Aoitrév at Phil. 4,8. He further 
replaces superest by reliquum est in rendering 
&troAeitretar at Hebr. 4,6. In Annot. on the 
present passage, he suggests a possible change 
of word-order to tempus quod superest contractum 
est. The choice of superest was also made by 
Lefèvre. 


29 vt iva Kai (“vt et” late Vg.). In leaving 
kai untranslated, Erasmus is less literal, but 
coincides with the earlier Vulgate rendering. 
Manetti likewise omitted et. 


29 sint tanquam non babeant cx; uù Exovtes 
éo1 ("tanquam non habentes sint" Vg.). Eras- 
mus wishes to avoid the sequence of present 
participles in vss. 29-30, consistent with the 
Vulgate use of vtantur rather than vtentes in 
vs. 31. Lefèvre put sint tanquam non habentes. 


30 qui plorant .. plorent oi KAaiovtes 
«Aaíovres (“qui flent .. flentes" Vg). Eras- 
mus usually follows the Vulgate in treating 
fleo and ploro as equally valid renderings of 
xAaíc. The verb ploro more strongly conveys 
a sense of loud wailing or grief, but the present 
context does not necessarily require such an 
interpretation. 


30 gaudeant ... possideant yaipovtes ... KaTEKOV- 
tes ("gaudentes ... possidentes" Vg.; "gaudeant 

. teneant" 1516). For the removal of the 
present participles, see on vs. 29. The 1516 
substitution of teneo, in rendering karréyco, is 
consistent with Vulgate usage at several other 
passages. Erasmus retains possideo for this Greek 
verb at 2 Cor. 6,10. Lefévre had gaudentes ... 
retinentes. 


7,27 -32 243 
31 mundo boc và xóouc ovo ("hoc mundo" 
Vg.). The Vulgate word-order is not explicitly 
supported by Greek mss. In 38^ * N* A B, it 
is Tov Kéopov, while codd. D* F G and a few 
others have tTOv kócyuov ToUTov. The use of 
the accusative case by these variants has been 
commended for producing a lectio difficilior, as 
the verb xpáopor is almost always accompa- 
nied by a dative elsewhere in Greek literature: 


it is correspondingly alleged that the use of 
the dative (TG xócpc) is a later substitution, 
motivated by a desire for grammatical cor- 
rectness. However, in view of the use of the 
dative to accompany six other instances of 
xpdaouau in the Epistles, it could also be argued 
that Tov kócpov (with or without ToUTov) is 
inconsistent with Pauline style, and hence less 
likely to be authentic. Erasmus’ reading is 
supported by codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 
1, 2105, 2816, as well as N" D and most 
later mss. He retains the word-order huius 
mundi for ToU K6opou voUTou at the end of 
the verse. 


31 habitus tò oyfjua ("figura" Vg). At Phil. 
2,7, inconsistently, Erasmus substituted figura 
for habitus, in rendering the same Greek word. 
See Annot. 


32 Velim éw ("Volo" Vg). See on vs. 7. 
Erasmus has the same rendering as Lefévre. 


32 absque sollicitudine &pepipvous (“sine sollicitu- 
dine" Vg.). See on Job. 8,7 for Erasmus’ avoidance 
of sine, and also on Rom. 3,21. 


32 coelebs &yapos (“sine vxore" Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus also suggests inconiugatus, which he 
used in his translation of vs. 8 (1519). For the 
removal of sine, see again on Job. 8,7. 


32 curat pepipve ("sollicitus est” Vg.). A simi- 
lar substitution of curo occurs at Phil. 2,20. 
In vs. 34 of the present chapter, curo replaces 
cogito, in rendering the same Greek verb. Since 
Erasmus more often retains sollicitus, e.g. in 
vs. 33, it would appear that the present change 
to curo is for the sake of stylistic variety. Lefèvre 
consistently used curat for all four instances 
of uepiuváco in vss. 32-4. Manetti substituted 
cogitat in vs. 32, matching the Vulgate use of 
that word in vs. 34. 


32 ea quae sunt domini và ToO xupiou (“quae 
sunt domini" Vg.). Erasmus adds a pronoun to 
provide a more natural connection with the 
preceding verb, curat. A similar change occurs 
in vs. 34. Lefévre put ea quae domini sunt. 
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TS péos TH  kuplo. 36 8t 
yaufjcas pepipv Tà — ToU Kó- 
cpou, Was dpéoe Ti}  yuvodki. 
*uegépicro | À yw Kal À 
TrapBévos. f| dyapos pepıyv Te 
ToO  kupiovu, iva 1j ayia xal 
compat: xol TveUuami. Å SE ya- 


Lnjoaca  uepiuvà Tò To KdcpoU, 
TOS &péosı TH å&võpí. 35 ToŬTO 
SE Tpós TO Üpóv aUTOV cue 


pov Aéyo, oùx iva Ppóyov úpīv 
&mpáAo, &AAà Trpds TO eùoxn- 
Mov Kai evttpdceSpov  TÓ  kupío 
&rrepio TráO TOoS. 


34 quum corpore tum B-E: et corpore et 4 


32 placiturus sit &p&oti ("placeat" Vg.). The Vul- 
gate possibly reflects a Greek variant, &péon, 
as found in 39/594 ^5 N A B D FG and a few 
later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816 and most 
other late mss. The same data also apply, for 
and against &pécei, in vss. 33 and 34. Lefèvre 
had placere possit. 


32 domino +6 kupic (“deo” Vg.). The Vulgate 
corresponds with TG Ged in codd. F G. See 
Annot. Both Manetti and Lefèvre made the 
same change, though Lefévre had the word- 
order domino placere possit. 


33 At qui ó & ("Qui autem" Vg). See on 
lob. 1,26. 


33 duxit vxorem yayticas (“cum vxore est" 
Vg.) Erasmus is more accurate here, using a 
phrase which he adopted in vs. 28: see ad loc. 
Lefèvre put vxorem duxit. 


33 de bis quae sunt TA ("quae sunt" Vg.). Erasmus’ 
provision of a prepositional phrase after solli- 
citus est is more in accordance with classical 
idiom, and also in line with Vulgate usage at 
Mt. 6,28; Lc. 12,26. Cf. the substitution of de 
nulla re for nibil at Phil. 4,6. Lefèvre translated 
this part of the sentence as curat ea quae mundi 
sunt. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


quomodo placiturus sit domino. * At 
qui duxit vxorem, sollicitus est de his 
quae sunt mundi, quomodo placitu- 
rus sit vxori. ™Diuisa sunt haec duo: 
mulier, et virgo. | Innupta curat ea, 
quae sunt domini, vt sit sancta quum 
corpore tum spiritu. Contra, quae 
nupta est, curat ea quae sunt mundi, 
quomodo placitura sit viro. *Hoc 
autem ad id, quod vobis conduci- 
bile est, dico: non vti laqueum vobis 
iniiciam: sed vt quod honestum ac 
decorum est, sequamini, et adhaereatis 
domino, absque vlla distractione. 


33 placiturus sit &ptoe ("placeat" Vg.). See 
on vs. 32. 


34 Diuisa sunt baec duo ueuépio von (“et diuisus 
est" Vg.). The Vulgate implies a different Greek 
text, kal ueuépic ran, occurring in cod. 2816, 
and also in $5“ N A B D* and some other 
mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
supported by 1, 2105, along with Do" F G and 
most other mss. He adds baec duo to reinforce 
the connection of peuépic ron. with the words 
which follow, rather than with the preceding 
sentence. See Annot. The version of Manetti 
was atque diuisus est, and Lefèvre et discrimen 
babet. 


34 mulier fj yuvh (“Et mulier" Vg.). The Vulgate 
follows a Greek text adding kaí before fj yuvn, 
supported by most Greek mss., commencing 
with 385 ^5 N A B De F G, and including 
codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816. In Annot., Erasmus 
cites the passage twice, once with and once 
without kai, and misleadingly introduces the 
shorter reading with the words “in codicibus 
Graecorum hodie legimus”. The latter variant, 
as also adopted in his text and translation, is 
to be seen in cod. 2817, with support from 
hardly any other mss. apart from cod. D*. This 
poorly attested reading remained in the Textus 
Receptus. The conjunction was also omitted in 
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Lefévre’s version, which had just vxor, though 
xai was cited in Lefèvre Comm. 


34 et virgo. Innupta xod ù TapBEvos. fj &yapos 
(“innupta et virgo" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects 
a Greek text having ý &yapos Kai fj rrap6£vos, 
as in P” B and about twenty other mss. The 
same reading, but repeating *j &yapos after 
TrapB£vos, occurs in P* N A and ten others. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported 
by D (F) G and about 540 other mss., among 
which were codd. 1, 2105, 2816 (see Aland Die 
Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 212-15). See Annot. 
In Lefévre's version, this was rendered et virgo. 
quae sine viro est, while Manetti had et virgo 
innupta. 

34 curat (twice) uepuuv& (“cogitat” Vg.). See on 
vs. 32, and Annot. 


34 ea, quae sunt domini 1& Tod kuplou (“quae 
domini sunt” Vg.). See on vs. 32. Lefévre again 
put ea quae domini sunt. 


34 quum corpore tum spiritu Kai oayor Kod 
TveUparri. ("corpore et spiritu" late Vg; "et 
corpore et spiritu" 1516 = Vg. mss). See on 
Rom. 16,2 for quum ... tum. The late Vulgate 
omission of et before corpore is supported by 
P“ A D and a few later mss. Ambrosiaster and 
Lefèvre had the same wording as in Erasmus’ 
1516 edition. 


34 Contra, quae Ñ 5€ ("Quae autem" Vg.). See 
on Job. 16,20. Lefèvre put quae vero. 


34 ea quae sunt mundi xà YoU xóoyou (“quae 
sunt mundi" Vg.). This change was made for 
the same reason as ea quae sunt domini in vss. 32 
and 34: see on vs. 32. Lefévre had ea quae mundi 
sunt, as in vs. 33. 


34 placitura sit &ptce: (“placeat” Vg.). See on 
vs. 32. Lefévre had placere possit. 


35 Hoc autem toto &t (“Porro hoc" Vg.) 
Erasmus decides that the Greek particle requires 
an adversative rather than a continuative sense. 
His wording is the same as that of Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


35 id, quod vobis conducibile est TÒ Updov auTov 
cupgépov ("vtilitatem vestram" Vg.). Cf. on 
the use of conduco at 1 Cor. 6,12. Erasmus is 
content with vtilitas at 1 Cor. 10,33, where he 
replaces quod mibi vtile est with meam ipsius 
vtilitatem, borrowing Lefévre's rendering of Tò 
ipavToU cupgépov. At the present passage, 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre put vestram ipsorum 
vilitatem. 
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35 vti iva ("vt" Vg). See on Act. 23,20 for 
Erasmus' occasional use of this archaic spelling, 
for stylistic variety. 


35 ut... sequamini twpds ( ad" Vg.). Erasmus ex- 
pands the meaning, for the sake of clarity. See 
Annot. The version of Manetti, less intelligibly, 
was vt ad. 


35 quod honestum ac decorum est TÒ &üoyn- 
pov (“id quod honestum est" Vg). By this 
double rendering (“honourable and decent”), 
Erasmus seeks to convey more exactly the 
idea of propriety of conduct, contained in the 
Greek word. In Parapbr. in Eleg. Laur. Vallae, 
ASD I, 4, p. 243, 1. 988, he treats Ponestus and 
decorus as virtual synonyms. At 1 Cor. 12,24, he 
replaces bonestus by decorus. This may be com- 
pared with his substitution of decenter for boneste 
in rendering eUoympuóvcos at 1 Cor. 14,40, and 
decor for honestas in rendering euoymuocUvn 
at 1 Cor. 12,23. See Annot. In Lefèvre, the 
present passage was translated by one word, 
bonestatem. 


35 adbaereatis domino, absque vila distrac 
tione eu mpóoeBpov TQ kupío é&rrepioTráo Toos 
(*quod facultatem praebeat sine impedimento 
dominum obsecrandi” late Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus comments that some earlier printed 
Vulgates had domino obsecrandi, but that some 
Vulgate mss. had obseruandi (i.e. dominum obser- 
uandi). He therefore speculated that the original 
Vulgate rendering was domino obseruiendi. The 
passage is also listed in the Ad Placandos. 
Although the phrase domino obsecrandi does not 
grammatically conform with classical Latin 
usage, the verb obsecro could still be considered 
relevant to the present subject matter, having 
regard to the fact that a connection between 
marriage and prayer is made at 1 Petr. 3,7. From 
Annot., it is seen that Erasmus drew the phrase 
absque vlla distractione from Jerome Adv. Iouini- 
anum 1, 13 (PL 23, 231 B). However, in classical 
usage, distractio has a more emphatic sense of 
“tearing apart”, whereas the Vulgate word im- 
pedimentum is better suited to the context, in 
the sense of “hindrance”. These differences of 
interpretation do not appear to be materially 
affected by the existence of a Greek variant 
in some mss., commencing with 38d ^5 N A 
B D F G, which replace evtrpdceSpov with 
evTra&peBpov. Manetti was content with substi- 
tuting vt .. ad dominum oretis for dominum ob- 
secrandi. Lefèvre translated this section by bonam 
perseuerantiam immobiliter domino praestandam. 
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3$ Fi 56 ris &oy muoveiv &rri Thy Tap- 
Bévov aUToU vopičei, éav Tj Úmépakpos, 
Kal otros deliver yiveo@an, 6 05e To- 
eirox oly éápaprávet, yapeitacav. 37 8c 
St ÉcTnkev éSpaios èv Tfj Kapdia, pr} 
Exc åváyknv, é&oucíav && éxer Trepi 
TOU iiou BAńuaTos, Kai ToUTO kékpi- 
Kev èv Tfj kapbía aUroU, ToU Tnpeiv 
thy ÉavroU TrapO£vov, KoAó Troie. 
3 oTt ó ikyauiílov, KaAds Toi 
ó 5E uf exyauiZwv, xpelocov moie. 

*Tuvi 8éSeTa vóuco, èp’ ócov 
xpóvov čň ó é&vhp aùtňs òv 8E 
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% Quod si quis indecorum virgini 
suae putat, si praetereat nubendi tem- 
pus, et sic oportet fieri: quod vult faci- 
at, non peccat, iungantur matrimonio. 
Y Caeterum qui stat firmus in corde, 
non habens necessitatem, sed potesta- 
tem habet propriae voluntatis: et hoc 
decreuit in corde suo, vt seruet suam 
virginem, bene facit. Itaque qui elo- 
cat nuptum, bene facit. Attamen qui 
non elocat nuptum, melius facit. 

Vxor alligata est matrimonio, 
quamdiu viuit maritus eius: quod si 


37 Caeterum B-E: Ceterum A | propriae B-E: proprieA | 38 Itaque ... facit B-E: om. A | 
Attamen B-E: AtA | 39 Vxor B-E: Vxor autem 4 


36 Quod si quis Ei 66 tis (“Si quis autem" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 2,25. 

36 indecorum &oyxnpoveiv ("turpem se videri" 
Vg.). This use of indecorus (“unbecoming”) may 
be compared with Erasmus' substitution of 
that word for inhonestus in rendering óoyr- 
uwv at 1 Cor. 12,23. At 1 Cor. 13,5, he prefers 
to render doynuovéw by fastidiosus sum. See 
also Annot. He reserves turpis (“shameful”) for 
aicxpós and oloxpóv. Manetti put se turpiter 
facere, and Lefèvre inboneste ... se facere. 

36 virgini suae putat Evi Thy TrapOtvov atrrot 
vouiZer ("existimat super virgine sua" late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss., with Vg"). The Vulgate 
word-order lacks Greek ms. support other than 
cod. D*. For puto, see on vs. 26. See also Annot. 
The version of Lefèvre had contra virginem 
suam ... censet. 


36 si praetereat nubendi tempus &xv 1j 9mépokpos 
(“quod sit superadulta” Vg.). Erasmus offers a 
more meaningful rendering. The word superadul- 
tus did not occur in classical usage. Cf. Annot. 
Other instances of substituting the genitive of 
the gerund, as in zubendi, can be found e.g. at 
Phil. 4,15; Col. 1,25; 1 Tim. 5,14; Tit. 2,15. Both 
Manetti and Lefèvre put si sit superadulta. 

36 sic otto (“ita” Vg.). See on Rom. 5,21. This 
change agrees with the wording of Ambrosiaster 
and Manetti. 

36 iungantur matrimonio youeiroxcav ("si nu- 
bat” late Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg"). 
The addition of s;, inserted by many copies of 


the Vulgate, lacks Greek ms. support. The Vul- 
gate singular, zubat, corresponds with yaueitw 
in codd. D* F G and a few later mss. See Annot. 


37 Caeterum 56 ("Nam" Vg.). The Vulgate ren- 
dering is unsupported by Greek mss. Cf. Annot. 
The versions of Manetti and Lefévre began the 
sentence with Qui autem. 


37 stat &o Trev ("statuit" Vg.). In Annot., Eras- 
mus argues that sto is the more appropriate 
verb, as statuo ("decide") would make the sub- 
sequent use of kéxpixev superfluous. Manetti 
had stetit. 

37 firmus in corde SSpaios &v ij kapbia (“in 
corde suo firmus" Vg). The Vulgate word- 
order reflects a Greek text having èv Tfj Kap- 
Sig attot &bpoios, which occurs in (B^) N* 
A B D and a few later mss. Erasmus fol- 
lows codd. 2815 and 2817, with support from 
codd. 1 and 2816*, as well as ($ ") and most 
later mss. In cod. 28169", aùtoŭ was added 
after xapSic, and 2105* placed iv Tij kapBía 
after Exo (in 2105", at an unknown date, the 
text was marked so as to give the same word- 
order as Erasmus). The version of Lefévre put 
firmus ... in corde, placing firmus before statuit. 


37 sed potestatem &&oucíav 5t ("potestatem au- 
tem" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,26. Lefèvre had et ... 
potestatem. 

37 babet tye: ("habens" late Vg. and some Vg. 
mss.). The late Vulgate present participle looks 
like a harmonisation with habens earlier in the 
verse. See Annot. Erasmus’ correction accords 
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with the earlier Vulgate and Ambrosiaster. The 
version of Manetti put habeat. 


37 propriae iSiou ("suae" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,11. 
The same change was made by Manetti and 
Lefévre. 


37 decreuit «éxpixev ("iudicauit" Vg.). See on 
Act, 15,19, and Annot. Erasmus here adopts the 
same rendering as Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


37 vt seruet to Tnpeiv. (“seruare” Vg.). For 
this avoidance of the infinitive, see on vs. 12, 
above. Cod. 2815 omitted ToU, in company 
with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 395 N A B and 
some later mss. Erasmus' Greek text follows 
cod. 2817, together with D F G and most other 
mss. The version of Lefévre had custodire. 

37 suam virginem vi ÉcuroO rrap8Évov (“virgi- 
nem suam" Vg.). Erasmus is more literal as to 
the word-order. Lefévre made the same change. 


38 Itaque .. bene facit ote ... KAAGS Troiei 
(omitted in 1516 Lat.). The omission of this 
sentence from the 1516 Latin rendering, in con- 
flict with the adjacent Greek column, seems to 
have arisen through homoeoteleuton (either as 
a misprint or as an error of one of Erasmus' 
assistants), jumping from bene facit at the end 
of vs. 37 to bene facit in the middle of vs. 38. 


38 Itaque ®ote (“Igitur et” Vg; 1516 Lat. 
omits). See above, for the omission from the 
1516 Latin version. The Vulgate reflects the 
addition of kai, supported by nearly all mss., 
including 1°", 2105, 2815, 2816. Erasmus’ text 
here follows cod. 2817. Another substitution of 
itaque for igitur, in rendering cce, occurs at 
Gal. 3,9, and similarly itaque for ergo at 2 Cor. 
4,12, in conformity with the usual practice of 
the Vulgate at other passages. Ambrosiaster and 
Manetti put Itaque et, and Lefèvre quare et. 


38 eocat nuptum (twice) &yapítov ("matrimo- 
nio iungit virginem suam ... iungit" Vg.; “elocat 
nuptum" 1516 Lat., once only). For the 1516 
Latin omission, see above. The use of elocat 
nuptum may be compared with Erasmus' substi- 
tution of elocantur for nubentur, in rendering 
kyai at Mt. 22,30. However, in classical 
Latin, colloco ("give in marriage") would have 
been more correct than eloco. The longer Vul- 
gate reading corresponds with the replacement 
of éxyapiZeov (1st.) by youlZov Tijv éavroU 
TrapOévov, as in Pid N A, or yauiZov Thv 
Trap8évov éauToU in codd. B D, or yaniZov 
Thy mapôévov avtod in P“. The same mss., 
apart from N ©", also substitute yapíZcv for 
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ExyauiZeov (2nd.). There appears to be a distinct 
possibility that the words Thv &xuroU Trap8évov 
(and the various permutations of this phrase) 
have been borrowed from vs. 37, and inserted 
here by some scribes in order to clarify the 
meaning. The shorter text of Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 
2816 and most other late mss. Other variants 
also exist (cf. Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 2, pp. 215-18). Manetti put virginem suam 
maritat ... maritat, and Lefèvre dat nuptui (twice). 
38 Attamen qui & 5€ (“et qui" Vg; “At qui” 
1516). The Vulgate reflects a Greek text having 
«ai ó, as in 395 5 N* A B D (F G) and a few 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other 
late mss. The version of Manetti had qui autem. 


39 Vxor Tuvi ("Mulier" Vg; "Vxor autem” 
1516). See on vs. 1 for vxor. The addition of 
autem in 1516 may have been influenced by 
Lefévre, who likewise had Vxor autem. Possibly 
this arose from a misreading of Béberoun as 
St SéSeTo1, Manetti had just Vxor, as in Erasmus’ 
1519 edition. 


39 alligata est matrimonio 8£6eroi vó (“alli- 
gata est legi" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The 
substitution of matrimonio for legi was a sig- 
nificant departure from the literal meaning, 
though it was no doubt intended to provide 
a clearer understanding of the passage. For a 
similar reason, four late mss. replace vópco by 
y&uc. Some mss. of the earlier Vulgate omitted 
legi, with support from 3B/^'4 “ N * A B D* and 
nine other mss., which omit vóuc. Erasmus’ 
Greek text follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as X ©" Dr F G 
and about 550 other mss. (see Aland Die 
Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 219-21). It has 
been suggested that vóu was a later addition, 
in reminiscence of the similar passage at Rom. 
7,2 (avBpi SéSetai vopoo). An alternative ex- 
planation is that the deletion of vóuco was 
doctrinally motivated: an ancient editor or 
scribe who found vópuc in the text might have 
decided to omit the word because he thought 
that it conflicted with other apostolic teaching 
concerning the Christian's freedom from the 
law. Lefèvre put alligatur legi. 

39 quamdiu tg’ Soov yxpóvov (“quanto tem- 
pore" Vg.). See on Rom. 7,1. Erasmus’ rendering 
follows Ambrosiaster. 

39 viuit maritus eius Ci) ô avip avrijs (“vir 
eius viuit" Vg). The Vulgate word-order does 
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aurijs, 
yaunðñ- 
^ kakapi- 


Kai  komnêôñ ó ev 
EAeu|l8épa gotiv & 864 
vat, póvov èv kKuplo. 
TÉépa Sé got &àv otws pevn, 
xarà thy  Éuv  yvounv.  5okó 
St Kiyo mvua Geol  Éy&w. 


epi è tæv = eiSwAobUTeY, 

oiSapev ÖT  qrávreg — yvóociv 
Éxopev. Å yvócis  quoioi, f| 
S  á&yámm —oikoboye.. ? fg BE 
Tis Boxer siðévar m, o¥8étTTw 
ousév  Éyvoxke, Kabos Bei  yvó- 
vat. 3d BE mns yan = tov 
Bedv, oUTos Eyvworar UT’ aÙTOŬ. 
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dormierit maritus illius, libera est 
ad cui velit nubendum, modo | in 
domino. "Attamen beatior est, si 
sic maneat, juxta meam sententiam. 
Opinor autem quod et ipse spiritum 
dei habeam. 


Caeterum de iis quae simulacris 

immolantur, scimus quod om- 
nes scientiam habemus. Scientia in- 
flat, charitas vero aedificat. ?Quod 
si quis sibi videtur aliquid scire, 
nondum quicquam nouit, quemad- 
modum oporteat scire. ĉAt si quis 
diligit deum, hic cognitus est ab illo. 


39 velit B-E: vult | 40 Opinor B-E: Videor A | quod B-E: mihiA | habeam B-E: habere 4 


8,1 Caeterum B-E: Ceterum A 


not have explicit support from Greek mss. For 
maritus, see on vs. 4. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre 
had viuit vir eius, and Manetti vir suus viuit. 


39 dormierit kai kou. Erasmus follows the 
Vulgate in leaving kai untranslated. However, 
the Vulgate may reflect a Greek text in which 
Kai was omitted, as in p} * N A B D* 
and many other mss. including 2105. The 
word is present in codd. 2815 and 2817, and 
also 1 and 2816, together with Dœ F G and 
most other mss. The version of Lefévre had et 
dormierit. 

39 maritus (2nd.) 6 &vip ("vir" Vg.). See 
on vs. 4. 

39 illius otrrijs ( eius" Vg.). Erasmus derived 
aùTtñs (2nd.) from cod. 2817, supported by 
2816", with D F G and many other mss. In 
codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816* and most other 
mss, commencing with 38^ ^5 N A B, this 
pronoun was omitted. The change to ///ius is 
merely for stylistic variety, to avoid repetition 
of the previous eius. Manetti put suus, whereas 
Lefévre omitted the word. 


39 libera est tAeuBepa totiv ("liberata est a 
lege" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). Erasmus is 


more precise here, in rendering tAevOépa by an 
adjective rather than a participle. The addition 
of a lege in some Vulgate copies is unsupported 
by Greek mss. See Annot. The same change was 
made by Manetti and Lefévre. 


39 ad cui velit nubendum © 9&X& yapndijvor 
("cui autem vult nubat" late Vg.; "ad cui vult 
nubendum" 1516). The late Vulgate addition 
of autem lacks Greek ms. support. Further, the 
Vulgate use of nubat would normally imply an 
underlying Greek imperative, which is again 
lacking in support from Greek mss. Erasmus 
therefore conjectured in Annot., that the original 
Vulgate reading was vt cui vult nubat. Yn Annot., 
he incorrectly cites G@éAe1 in place of OéAc1, 
possibly through misreading the iota adscript 
of & in cod. 2817. The earlier Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre all had cui vult 
nubat. 


39 modo uóvov (“tantum” Vg.). Cf. on Act. 
26,29, where non modo replaces non tantum. 
More frequently Erasmus retains tantum. His 
change at the present passage may have been 
partly influenced by Lefévre's substitution of 
dummodo. 
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40 Attamen beatior poxapiotipa Sé ("Beatior 
autem" Vg.). See on vs. 2. Lefévre put Beatior 
tamen. 


40 est got (“erit” Vg.). Erasmus is more 
literally accurate: see Annot. The same render- 
ing was employed by Lefévre. 


40 maneat sivi (“permanserit” Vg). See 
on vs. 8. Lefévre again made the same change. 


40 iuxta xat& ("secundum" Vg). See on 
Act. 13,23. 


40 meam sententiam Thy tui yvounv (“meum 
consilium" Vg.). A similar substitution occurs 
at Phm. 14. See Annot., and cf. on 1 Cor. 1,10. 
Erasmus retains consilium for yvæun at 1 Cor. 
7,25; 2 Cor. 8,10; Ap. Iob. 17,13. Manetti and 
Lefévre made the same change, though the 
word-order of Lefèvre Comm. was secundum 
meam sententiam: si sic maneat. 


40 Opinor .. quod .. habeam Boxó ... Eyew 
("Puto ... quod ... habeam" late Vg.; “Videor ... 
mihi ... habere" 1516). For the removal of puto, 
see on 1 Cor. 4,9. 

40 et ipse Key (“et ego" Vg.). The Vulgate is 
more literal. A similar substitution of ipse, in 
rendering éy or Kéryo, occurs at Mc. 11,29; 
Lc. 21,15 (1519); 1 Cor. 16,4; 2 Cor. 12,16; 
2 Tim. 4,6. Manetti had ego, omitting et. 


8,1 Caeterum de iis Mepi 68 t&v ("De his au- 
tem" Vg.). See on Act. 6,2 for caeterum, and on 
Rom. 4,12 for iis. Manetti put De bis vero, and 
Lefèvre De escis autem. 


1 quae simulacris immolantur ddwrobUtwv 
(“quae idolis sacrificantur” Vg.). Erasmus sub- 
stitutes a similar phrase for quae idolis immo- 
lantur in vs. 4, and for quod idolis immolatum 
sit at 1 Cor. 10,19, and also for idolotbytum in 
vss. 7 and 10, as well as at Ap. Iob. 2,20 (1519). 
See further on Act. 15,29; Rom. 2,22; 1 Cor. 
5,10. Ambrosiaster and Manetti had quae idolis 
im(m)olantur, as in some editions of the late 
Vulgate, while Lefèvre put escis... quae immolantur 
idolis. 

1 quod St1 ("quia" Vg). See on Job. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 
2 Quod si quis ei Sé Tis ("Si quis autem” late 
Vg.). See on Rom. 2,25. Erasmus’ rendering is 
that of Ambrosiaster. Lefèvre began the sentence 
with Si cui autem videtur. 


2 sibi videtur Bok (“se existimat" Vg.). Eras- 


mus is more literal here. A similar substitution 
occurs at 1 Cor. 10,12; Gal. 6,3. See Annot., and 
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cf. also on Job. 5,39; 16,2. Lefèvre, as mentioned 
above, made use of cui ... videtur. Manetti had 
existimat se (though the copyist of Urb. Lat 6 
accidentally omitted the whole verse). 


2 aliquid scire sibéven ri ("scire aliquid” Vg.). 
Erasmus' rendering does not follow the word- 
order of the Greek text at this point. Possibly 
he wished to produce a neater symmetry with 


the following two clauses, which ended with 
the verbs nouit and scire. Lefèvre put quod 
quisquam sciat. 

2 quicquam oUbtv (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission is supported by 3354 ^5 N A B D* 
F G and a few other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, accompanied by 1, 2105, 
2816, with D^" and most later mss. If this idio- 
matic double negative (oùSémcoo oùSév) were 
not authentic, it might be possible to suppose 
that scribes added oWSév to provide an object 
for Eyveoxe, or for the sake of stylistic refinement. 
If the word were a genuine part of the text, 
however, some scribes might have accidentally 
omitted oj8£v because of its resemblance to 
the preceding word, oWSétre (which was itself 
replaced by ovr in a few mss.). In Annot., 
Erasmus, who was not aware of any Greek 
variant here, commented on the important em- 
phasis which o¥Sév contributed to the statement. 
Lefévre Comm. made the same change. 


2 nouit tyveoxe ("cognouit" Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,32 for the distinction of meaning, and see 
also Annot. In vs. 3, Erasmus retains cognosco for 
the same Greek verb. At the present passage, 
he has the same rendering as Lefèvre. 


2 scire yvõ&va ("eum scire" Vg). The added 
pronoun of the Vulgate is a legitimate expansion 
of the meaning, though not explicitly supported 
by Greek mss. Erasmus’ wording is the same 
as that of Ambrosiaster. Manetti (Pal Lat 45) 
placed eum before oporteat. Lefévre put mosse, 
omitting eum. 


3 At si quis e BE tis (“Si quis autem" Vg.). See 
on Job, 1,26. Erasmus follows the rendering of 
Lefèvre. 


3 illo aùtoŭ (“eo” Vg.). This is a questionable 
change, as illo could be understood as meaning 
“the former”, i.e. the believer, whereas it seems 
more likely that the Greek pronoun refers to 
God. In the 1516 edition, atrtrot was incor- 
rectly printed with a rough breathing: see on 
Rom. 1,27. Lefèvre changed the word-order to 
ab eo cognitus est. 
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^vtpi Tfjg  Ppoosos  o0v  TÓw 
tióc]Ao0UTov, olðapev öt ovdév 
eiSwAov èv Kócuo, Kal öt ov65- 
el; Qeds frepos, ei wh ls. 5 kal 


yep eitrep sioi Acyouevor Ocol, cite 
iv ovpave, ite él Tts  yijs, 
é6oTep tici Geol toAAoi, Kal Kú- 
pio. TToAAoÍ, AA fuv els @eds, 
ó Taro, & of à trdvta, kal 
hues sig; «tov xal eş KUp os 
"Incoós Xpiotés, 8i oF TH mávra, 
kal fues 5r! aÙTOŬ. TAAA  oUk 
èv ado Á yvóocig. tives Sé T 
ouvelStjoe ToO eiSaAou ws pri, 


cs eSwAdbutov  io8iovo, Kai À 
cuvelónoig avTOv dab_evis ovoa, 
poAüUveTat. *Bpoua è has où 
Tapilornci TH Ge otte yàp 
éav — qáycyptv, Tepiooevopev’ otiTe 
t&v pì  o&yocoypev,  Oorepoüus8a. 


4 vnus B-E: vnns A | 7 tanquam B-E: vt A 


4 eu... eorum quae simulacris immolantur tjs 
Ppaosos ... tov siBcAo8UTov ("escis ... quae 
idolis immolantur" Vg.). Erasmus is more accu- 
rate here: see Annot. For elSwA08UTwv, see also 
on vs. 1. Erasmus' wording partly agrees with 
Ambrosiaster (1492), cibis ... qui simulacris immo- 
lantur. Lefèvre tried esca ... immolatorum idolis, 
and Manetti cibis ... qui idolis im(m)olantur. 


4 igitur oŭv (“autem” Vg.). The Vulgate has 
little Greek ms. support apart from cod. D*, 
which omits oŭv here and adds 8é after mepi, 
together with cod. 1 and a few other late mss. 
The versions of Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre had 
the same word as Erasmus, while Manetti put 
ergo. 

4 quod (1st.) 6T1 (quia" Vg.). See on Job. 1,20, 
and Annot. The same change was made by 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


4 nullum oùõtv (“nihil” Vg.). Erasmus preferred 
the interpretation, “there is no idol” rather 
than “an idol is nothing”: see Annot. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


“De esu igitur eorum quae simulacris 
immolantur, scimus quod nullum est 
simulacrum in mundo: et quod nullus 
sit deus alius, nisi vnus. *Nam etiam 
si sunt qui dicantur dii, siue in coelo, 
siue in terra, quemadmodum sunt dii 
multi, et domini multi: ‘nobis tamen 
vnus est deus, qui est pater ille, ex 
quo omnia, et nos in illum: et vnus 
dominus lesus Christus, per quem 
omnia, et nos per illum: "sed non 
in omnibus est scientia. Nonnulli 
vero cum conscientia simulacri vsque 
ad hoc tempus, tanquam simulacris 
immolatum edunt, et conscientia il- 
lorum infirma quum sit, polluitur. 
*Atqui esca nos non commendat 
deo: neque si comedamus, aliquid 
nobis superest: neque si non co- 
medamus, quicquam nobis deest. 


4 simulacrum ei&coAov. "idolum" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 2,22, and Annot. The version of Erasmus 
is the same as that of Ambrosiaster. 


4 nullus sit ob8els ("nullus est" late Vg.). Eras- 
mus' use of the subjunctive is for the sake of 
variety, in view of his use of quod nullum est 
earlier in the verse. Manetti and Lefévre had 
just zullus, as in the earlier Vulgate. 


4 alius &tepos (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion is supported by P“ X * A B D F G and 
a few other mss., including cod. 2105. Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 
codd. 1 and 2816, as well as Næ and most 
later mss. See Annot. The inclusion of étepos 
has sometimes been attributed to scribal remi- 
niscence of passages such as Ex. 20,3 (8toi 
Tepot TAT ÉuoU) or Mc. 12,32 (oux &omiv 
GAAos TAT aÙrtoŬ). It is also possible that 
some sctibes accidentally or deliberately omit- 
ted the word, perhaps through harmonisation 
with ovSév eiScAov earlier in the present verse, 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS PRIMA 8,4-8 


or because it was deemed superfluous to the 
sense. For comparison, it may be noted that 
cod. D omits GAAos at Mc. 12,32, and P” omits 
Etepov at 2 Cor. 11,4, contrary to the testi- 
mony of most other mss. Here Lefévre made 
the same change as Erasmus, while Manetti had 
alter. 


5 Nam etiam si «oi yàp eïmep ("Nam etsi" 
Vg.. Erasmus sometimes prefers etiam si to 
etsi, where the sense is "even if". Compar- 
able substitutions of etiam si occur at 2 Cor. 
5,16; 7,8 (el xai); Gal. 6,1 (tàv Kal). See also 
on 1 Cor. 7,21. However, Erasmus retains ef si 
in this sense at Mt. 26,33; lob. 8,16; 10,38. 
Manetti had Etenim si, and Lefèvre Nam 
tametsi. 


5 Tfjs yis. In cod. 2815 and many other mss., 
commencing with 33*6 N A B D F G, tijs is 
omitted. Erasmus' text follows cod. 2817, with 
1, 2105, 2816 and many other late mss. 


5 quemadmodum domep  ("siquidem"  Vg.). 
In Annot., Erasmus speculates that the Vul- 
gate may been based on a Greek text having 
eittep, though this lacks ms. support. His 
Latin translation here was the same as that of 
Lefévre. 


6 qui est pater ille & trot\p (“pater” Vg.). Eras- 
mus expands the meaning of the Greek article, 
to produce a clearer sense. 


6 in illum els aùTtóv (“in illo" late Vg.). Erasmus 
is more literal, restoring the earlier Vulgate 
rendering. See Annot. Both Manetti and Lefévre 
substituted 17 ipso. 


6 illum (2nd.) atrtot (“ipsum” Vg.). This change 
produces consistency with the use of illum 
earlier in the sentence. For the removal of ipse, 
see also on Rom. 1,20. 


7 Nonnulli twés ("Quidam" Vg.). See on Rom. 
11,14. 


7 vero 6€ (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. As 
the persons mentioned in this clause appear to 
be an example of those whom the apostle has 
just described as lacking yvaous, Erasmus no 
doubt wished to avoid attaching an adversative 
sense to the Greek particle. 


7 simulacri vsque ad boc tempus 1oU. ei6coAov 
Écos &pri ("vsque nunc idoli" Vg.). The Vulgate 
reflects a different Greek word-order, &os &pri 
TOU elSaAou, as in codd. X B D F G and a 
few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, with cod. A 
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and most later mss. For simulacrum, see on 
Rom. 2,22, and for vsque ad boc tempus, see on 
Iob. 2,10. Manetti had idoli vsque nunc, and 
Lefèvre idoli: hucusque. 


7 tanquam os (“quasi” Vg.; “vt” 1516). See on 
Rom. 9,32 for tanquam, and on 1 Cor. 3,1 for 
vt. Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus’ 
1519 edition. 


7 simulacris immolatum ei5wAdbutov (“idolothy- 
tum" Vg.). See on Act. 15,29; Rom. 2,22. Ambro- 
siaster put simulacro immolatum, Manetti idolo 
im(m)olata, and Lefèvre immolatum idolo. 


7 edunt &a9íouci ("manducant" Vg.). See on 
Ioh. 4,31. The same change was made by Lefèvre. 
7 illorum ax» ("ipsorum" Vg.). The Vulgate 
reflexive pronoun was not necessary in the pres- 
ent context. See on Rom. 1,20. This change was 
in agreement with the wording of Ambrosiaster. 
Lefévre substituted eorum. 


7 infirma quum sit &o®evis otoa ("cum sit 
infirma" Vg.). Erasmus' rendering is closer to 
the Greek word-order. 


8 Atqui esca Bpdpa 5€ ("Esca autem" Vg.). See 
on Job. 7,26. Manetti had Cibus autem. 


8 neque (1st.) obte yap ("Neque enim" late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate is more literal, in providing 
a rendering for yáp. Erasmus’ omission of 
enim may have been influenced by the absence 
of yáp in cod. 2815, accompanied by p“ N 
A B and about twenty other mss. His printed 
Greek text follows cod. 2817, supported by 
D F G and about 470 other mss., with 1, 2105, 
2816 among them (see Aland Die Paulinischen 
Briefe vol. 2, pp. 224-30). 


8 comedamus (twice) p&ywpev (“manducaueri- 
mus" Vg.). See on Job. 4,31. Lefèvre made the 
same change. 


8 aliquid nobis superest epic oedoyuev ("abunda- 
bimus" Vg.). A similar substitution of superest 
occurs at Me. 12,44, and also in rendering màs- 
ovdZoo at 2 Cor. 8,15: see on Rom. 3,7. Erasmus 
avoids the ambiguity of abundo, and is more 
accurate in rendering the Greek present tense: 
see Annot. 


8 quicquam nobis deest Gotepowpeba ("deficie- 
mus" Vg.). By again substituting an impersonal 
verb, and using the present tense, Erasmus cap- 
tures the required meaning more successfully. 
He partly follows Ambrosiaster, who had deerit 
nobis. see Annot. The version of Lefévre was 
priuabimur. 
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? BAémeTe SE uh Tras  Eoucia Gydv 
aŭt TWpdcKopya yévnroi Toig d&obe- 
voto. édv ydp Tis í6n of, Tov 
éXxovTa yvaoiv, Ev eiðwAsiw kaTa- 
Kelpevov, ovyi fj ouvelBnois aUToU 
&cOcvoUs Svtos, oikoðounəhoerar eis 
TO TH eiSwAdbUTA | èoðisv; "Kai 
a&troAgitar ó doOevdv &ðeApós, eri 
Tfj of) yvooe, 8! Sv Xpiotds &ré- 
Oavev. Pottws 5b paprávovres 
eis Tous dA5eAQoUs, Kal  TUT'TOVTES 
aùtõv thy cuveíbnoiv dobevotcay, 
els Xpicróv &papróvere. 8 SidTrep ei 
Bpdpa oKxavdariZer Tóv a&deApov pou, 


8,9 upov B-E: nuov A 


9 illa D E: ista 4-C 


9 Sed videte BAéwete Sé ("Videte autem" Vg). 
See on Job. 1,26. 


9 ne quo modo ut Ts (“ne forte" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 11,21. Manetti put ze aliquo modo, and 
Lefèvre (text) ne quo pacto, a phrase which 
Erasmus adopts at 2 Cor. 9,4; 1 Thess. 3,5. 
Lefévre Comm. had ne quoquo pacto. 


9 facultas illa vestra ġ £&oucia. Guay atm 
("haec licentia vestra" Vg.; "facultas ista vestra" 
1516-22). In 1516, Erasmus’ text had fjuów for 
Uuóv, following cod. 2815, with little other 
ms. support and in conflict with his Latin 
translation. In Annot., he suggests rendering 
é€ovoia by ius or potestas. His reason for 
objecting to /icentia may have been the ambiguity 
of this word, which could sometimes imply 
disorderly or wanton behaviour (cf. Lefévre 
Comm.) The substitution of illa (or more 
strongly, ista, in 1516-22) helps to reinforce 
the idea that, among the Christians at Co- 
rinth, this £&ovcía, or liberty of action, had 
been notoriously exaggerated or misused. In 
adopting facultas, Erasmus partly follows the 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


?Sed videte ne quo modo facultas illa 
vestra, offendiculo sit iis qui infir- 
mi sunt. Etenim si quis conspexe- 
rt te, qui habes scientiam, in epulo 
simulacrorum accumbentem, nonne 
conscientia eius qui infirmus est, aedi- 
ficabitur ad | edendum ea quae sunt 
simulacris immolata? "Et peribit 
frater qui infirmus est, in tua scientia, 
propter quem Christus fuit mortuus. 
2Sic autem peccantes in fratres et 
vulnerantes illorum conscientiam in- 
firmam, in Christum peccatis. P Qua- 
propter si esca offendit fratrem meum, 


version of Lefèvre, which offered haec facultas 
vestra. 

9 offendiculo vpóoxouya ("offendiculum" Vg.). 
Erasmus also uses offendiculo sum at Mt. 17,27; 
Le. 17,2 (1519); 1 Cor. 8,13; Phil. 1,10, in render- 
ing oxavSaAiZe and émpdoxorros. For other 
instances of the predicative dative, see on Rom. 
8,28. The dative was also used by Lefévre, who 
had offensioni. 

9 sit yéviyroa (“fiat” Vg.). The Vulgate is more 
literal on this occasion. The same change was 
made by Lefévre. 

9 iis qui infirmi sunt tois &o8evoOot (“infirmis” 
late Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg"*; "infirmi- 
bus” some Vg. mss., with Vg"). This change was 
perhaps intended to preserve a small distinction 
between co€evotiow (present participle) and 
&c8evéciv (adjective). A similar substitution of 
a relative clause, qui infirmus est, occurs in 
vs. 11. 

10 Etenim si quis &&v yap Tis ("Si enim quis” 
Vg.). See on Rom. 3,7. Manetti put Si quis enim, 
and Lefévre Nam si quis. 
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10 conspexerit öy (“viderit” Vg). This change 
is partly for the sake of variety, in view of 
the occurrence of videte in vs. 9, and is also 
well suited to the context, in the sense of 
"catching sight" of something unexpected. 
In Annot, Erasmus cited the text as eln, 
without support from his Basle mss. Lefévre 
had videat. 


10 t qui babes of, Tov Eyovta ("eum qui 
habet" Vg.). The Vulgate may reflect a Greek 
variant omitting of, as in P“ B F G. The text 
of Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, sup- 
ported by 1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss., 
commencing with N A D. See Annot. The 
inclusion of cé is consistent with Tij ofj 
y vocet in vs. 11. The rendering of Lefèvre was 
te qui cognitionem babes. 


10 epulo simulacrorum d&Bwdco (“idolo” Vg. 
1527; "idolio" Annot., lemma = Vg. mss.). The 
1527 Vulgate column follows the Froben Vulgate 
of 1514. Erasmus wishes to replace the non- 
Latin expression of the Vulgate. See Annot. A 
more accurate alternative rendering might have 
been templo simulacrorum: cf. Lefévre's templo 
idoli. Manetti had idolo, as in some late Vulgate 
copies. 


10 accumbentem xoccosluevov (“recumbentem” 
Vg.). A similar substitution occurs at Mc. 14,3, 
and also accumbo for discumbo at Mc. 2,15; 
Le. 5,29 (1519). See further on Zoh. 13,12. The 
verb accumbo was appropriate for reclining at 
a banquet, whereas recumbo, as pointed out in 
Annot., could refer to someone lying on his 
back. Lefévre put discumbentem, positioned before 
in templo idoli. 


10 qui infirmus est &cOcvoOs óvros ("cum sit 
infirma" Vg). The Vulgate rendering corre- 
sponds with &o8cvíj; oUco, found in a few 
late mss., and looks like an accommodation to 
the phrase ouveiSqow &o8evoUcav in vs. 12. 
See Annot. The same change was made by 
Lefévre. 


10 edendum 15 ... toGiew (“manducandum” 
Vg.). See on Joh. 4,31. 


10 ea quae sunt simulacris immolata tà ei5co- 
Aó8u1a (“idolothyta” Vg; “idolotica” Annot., 
lemma). A further spelling variant is offered by 
the Froben Vulgate of 1491, idolotita. See on 
Act. 15,29, and Annot. The use of idolotica is 
mentioned in the 1519-22 editions of the Loca 
Manifeste Deprauata. The version of Manetti was 
idolo im(m)olata, and Lefèvre immolata idolis. 
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11 frater qui infirmus est, in tua scientia Ó &c8e- 
væv &beAgós, imi tH of} yvoooe ("infirmus 
in tua conscientia frater" late Vg.). The Vulgate 
reflects the word-order 6 &c8evóv èv rij oñ 
yvaoe 6 &deApds, as in P“ N* A (B) D* 
F G and two later mss. The late Vulgate use 
of conscientia, however, lacks ms. support, and 
seems to be a harmonisation with the same 
word in vss, 10 and 12. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, alongside 1 and 2816, with 
(N e") and about 520 later mss. In cod. 2105, 
of) yvaoce becomes yveocei Ti oj (see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 233-6). For the 
use of qui infirmus est, see on vs. 9. Erasmus’ 
wording partly resembles Ambrosiaster, qui in- 
firmus est in tua scientia, frater. Manetti and 
Lefévre (text) both put infirmus frater in tua 
scientia. Lefèvre Comm. had infirmus frater. in 
cognitione tua. 


11 fuit mortuus &ré&avev ("mortuus est" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 4,2 for Erasmus' preference for 
fuit. Lefèvre put mortem oppetiit. 


12 vulnerantes vürrovres (“percutientes” Vg.). 
Departing from the literal rendering offered 
by the Vulgate, Erasmus treats TUTTO) as here 
equivalent to TpoupatiZeo, not merely “strike” 
but "wound". The same sense was conveyed by 
the version of Lefèvre, who had sauctantes. 


12 illorum conscientiam aùÙtõv Thy ouvelSnow 
("conscientiam eorum" Vg.). Erasmus is more 
literal as to the word-order. The substitution of 
illorum seems to be mainly for stylistic variety: 
cf. conscientiam illorum in Ambrosiaster. Lefèvre 
rendered this part of the sentence by eorum 
infirmam sauciantes conscientiam. 


12 Christum Xpiotév ("Christum" late Vg.; 
“Christo” Vg. 1527 - Vg. mss). The use of 
Christum by some copies of the late Vulgate, 
eg. the Froben Vulgate of 1491, is more accurate. 
In 1522 Annot., Erasmus discusses Ambrosia- 
ster's preference for Christo. Manetti and Lefévre 
(both columns) put Christum. 

12 peccatis &paprávere (“peccetis” Vg. 1527 
= 1535 Annot., lemma; "peccemus" 1522-27 
Annot., lemma). The 1527 Vulgate column fol- 
lows the Froben Vulgate of 1514 in putting 
peccetis, though this subjunctive form may 
have originated as a misprint. The earlier Vul- 
gate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre (both 
columns) had peccatis. 


13 offendit oxavSaAiler (“scandalizat” Vg.). See 
on Job. 6,61. Lefèvre made the same change. 
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oU Ut) gaye xpéa sls Tov aidva, iva 
ut Tov &beApov uou oKavbaAiZo. 


Oùk siui éórmróoToAos; otk cipi 

ÉAeU0sepos; oUyi “Incotv Xpictév 
Tov KUpIOV fjuóv Écpoka; oU TÒ Ëp- 
yov uou wyeis éote v kupío; ei 
&AAois oUK eiui d&TóoToAos, GAAG ye 
Uuiv eir fj yap oppayis tis &ufjs 
&rroc ToAf|s, Upeis ote èv kupic. iy 
&moAoyia Toig ig& &voxpívouciv aŭ- 
Tn ori. ‘pt otk ëxyopev i£ouciav 
gayeiv xol miciv; Fp oùk Éyxousv 
i&ovoiav &SeAqtyy yuvaika trepicyeiy, 
as Kai oi Aoitol drmrócToAo, Kai 
oi &deAgol ToU kupíou, Kal Knpds; 
$4 pdvos tym Kal Bapvápas oùk 
Éxouev e€ouciav ToU pt ipyáLso9o:; 
Tris oTpateveTar liors Swooviors Troté; 


9,6 epyatecbar D E: epyacso9o1 A-C 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


haudquaquam vescar carnibus in aeter- 
num, ne fratri meo sim offendiculo. 


An non sum apostolus? An non 

sum liber? An non Iesum Chris- 
tum dominum nostrum vidi? An non 
opus meum vos estis in domino? ?Si 
caeteris non sum apostolus, at sane 
vobis sum: siquidem sigillum aposto- 
latus mei, vos estis in domino. *Mea 
responsio apud eos qui me interro- 
gant, haec est: ‘An non habemus po- 
testatem edendi ac bibendi? *An non 
habemus potestatem, sororem muli- 
erem circunducendi, quemadmodum 
et caeteri apostoli et fratres domini et 
Cephas? ‘Aut solus ego et Barnabas 
non habemus potestatem hoc faciendi? 
"Quis militat suis stipendiis vnquam? 


13 haudquaquam vescar carnibus B-E: non comedo carnes A 


9,6 Aut B-E: An A 


13 haudquaquam où yf, ('non" 1516 = Vg). 
In 1516-22 Annot., Erasmus omitted uh, con- 
trary to his Basle mss. In his Latin rendering, 
he finds a stronger word to represent the em- 
phatic Greek double negative. More frequently 
he retains the simple negative of the Vulgate 
to translate this Greek expression. See further 
on Joh. 18,30. At 1 Thess. 4,15, he tried nequaquam, 
which was the rendering of Lefèvre at the 
present passage. 


13 vescar carnibus p&yœ xKpta (“manducabo 
carnem" Vg.; "comedo carnes" 1516). For comedo 
and vescor, see on Job. 4,31; Act. 10,13. In 
Annot., Erasmus at first argues that the present 
tense is more accurate, as adopted in his 1516 
version, but he later concedes that the Vulgate 
use of the future tense is preferable, in this 
context. For the substitution of the plural, 
carnibus, see on Rom. 14,21. The Vulgate singular 
corresponds with the replacement of xpéa by 
Kpéos in Pp“ N*, 

13 fratri meo sim offendiculo tov &SeApóv pou 
oKxavSaAiZeo ("fratrem meum scandalizem" Vg.). 


See on vs. 9, and also on Zoh. 6,61. The reading 
oxavSaAife is not derived from Erasmus’ 
usual mss, and may be a misprint or arbi- 
trary correction, as virtually all mss. have 
oxavSadiow. Lefèvre had offendam fratrem 
meum. 


9,1 An non (four times) OUK ... oux ... ooyi 
... oU ("Non ... Non ... Nonne ... Nonne" Vg.). 
A few Vulgate mss., with Vg“, replace the final 
Nonne with Non. Erasmus renders the Greek 
interrogatives more emphatically: see Annot., 
and see also on Joh. 18,11. Lefèvre had Non... 
non .. non ... Nonne. 


1 apostolus ... liber &móooAos ... EAeu8epos 
(“liber ... apostolus" Vg). The Vulgate reflects 
a different Greek word-order, Aswðepos ... 
é&rócToAos, as found in P* N A B and 
thirty other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, accompanied by D F G and about 
540 other mss., which included codd. 1, 2105, 
2816 (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 236-8). His word-order agrees with that of 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS PRIMA 


1 Jesum Christum \nootv Xpiotév ("Christum 
Iesum" late Vg.). The late Vulgate word-order 
corresponds with Xpiotév "InooUv in codd. 
FG. In a few mss., XpioTév is altogether omit- 
ted, as in P“ N A B, followed by the earlier 
Vulgate and Ambrosiaster. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by cod. 1, with 
cod. D and most later mss. The word-order of 
cod. 2105 is Tov Kupiov fav "Inoov Xpioróv, 
and cod. 2816 has the repetitious "IncoUv tov 
KUplov fuv 'InooU0v Xpiotdév. The change 
made by Erasmus was previously introduced by 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


2 Si & (“Et si" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The 
late Vulgate addition of Et is unsupported by 
Greek mss. Both Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same correction as Erasmus. 


2 caeteris &dAors (“aliis” Vg.). A similar substi- 
tution occurs in vs. 12 and at 2 Cor. 11,8, in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at 1 Cor. 14,29. 
At most other passages, Erasmus follows the 
Vulgate in using alius for &AAos, and caeteri for 
Aortroi. 


2 at sane &XN& ye (“sed tamen" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 4,2 for at, and on Rom. 16,19 for sane. 
At Lc. 24,21 (1519), Erasmus renders &AA& ye 
by atqui. Manetti and Lefévre both put attamen 
at the present passage. 


2 siquidem y&p ("nam" Vg.). See on Iob. 4,47. 
Manetti and Lefèvre began this sentence with 
Signaculum enim. 


2 sigillum Ñ ... oppayis (“signaculum” Vg.). 
This substitution does not occur elsewhere, and 
Erasmus generally follows the Vulgate in treating 
sigillum and signaculum as synonyms. In classical 
literature, sigillum was in more common use. 
See Annot. 


3 éur. Virtually all mss, including those 
which Erasmus consulted at Basle, read f, èh. 
The omission of the article was probably a mis- 
print of the 1516 edition, subsequently left 
uncorrected. 


3 responsio &roAoyia (“defensio” Vg). The 
rendering of &roAoyía is dependent, in part, 
on the interpretation of &voxpívouciv, which 
follows. If &voxpívc is understood in the 
sense of "judge", then defensio is the most 
suitable rendering of é&moAoyía. In Annot., 
however, Erasmus argues that &voxpívo, in 
the present context, can mean "question" or 
"examine". Giving preference to this interpre- 
tation, he therefore adopts responsio, as being 
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the appropriate word for a reply to a question 
rather than to an accusation. By contrast, in 
translating &rroAoyéopos at Le. 21,14 (1519), 
he uses defensio to replace respondeo. 


4 An non ph oóx ("Nunquid non" Vg). A 
similar change occurs in rendering p oùk in 
vs. 5, and also at Rom. 10,18. However, Erasmus 
retains Nunquid non at Rom. 10,19. See Annot., 
and see also on Job. 18,11; Rom. 10,18. Lefèvre 


preferred Nonne. 


4 edendi qay&iv (“manducandi” Vg). See on 
Iob. 4,31. Lefèvre put comedendi. 


4 ac xai (“et” Vg.). See on fob. 1,25. Erasmus 
has the same rendering as Lefèvre. 


5 An non yi| oUk ("Nunquid non" Vg.). See 
on vs. 4. Lefèvre again had Nonne. 


5 sororem mulierem &BeAqhyv yuvodka ("sororem 
mulierculam" late Vg.). The late Vulgate use of 
a diminutive (cf. 2 Tim. 3,6, yuvaukápio) is 
unsupported by Greek mss. In effect, Erasmus 
restores the earlier Vulgate reading, as found in 
the lemma of Valla Annot. See also Annot. In 
Lefévre’s Vulgate column, the word-order was 
mulierem sororem, as in other late Vulgate copies, 
and this was the rendering adopted by Manet- 
ti. Following a suggestion of Valla, Lefévre's 
translation put sororem vxorem. 


5 quemadmodum os ("sicut" Vg). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Erasmus has the same rendering as 
Lefèvre. 


6 Aut ñ (“An” 1516). In 1516, Erasmus makes 
this sentence conform with his repeated use of 
an non in vss. 1-5. In doing so, he imitated the 
rendering of Lefèvre. In 1519, he reverted to 
the Vulgate wording. 


6 boc faciendi 100 pt pyaCeoGan ("hoc operan- 
di” Vg.). A similar substitution of facio occurs 
at Col. 3,23, in accordance with Vulgate usage 
at Iob. 3,21. C£. also opus facio for &py&tjouca 
at 1 Thess. 2,9; 2 Thess. 3,8; and nibil operis facio 
at 2 Thess. 3,11. Erasmus changes the rendering, 
to reinforce the idea that this Greek verb con- 
tinued the theme of apostolic marriage from 
vs. 5. However, seeing that the normal sense of 
épyéGouai is “work”, and that various kinds 
of labour are discussed in vss. 7-10, it seems 
preferable to adopt the literal translation offered 
by Valla Annot. and Lefèvre, non operandi, 
which was also cited by Erasmus in Annot. as 
a possible alternative rendering. Manetti put 
baec operandi. 
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tis putever &umeAðva, kai èk Tov 
KapTroU attoU oùk obis; 7| tis mo- 
paiver troipvny, Kal ik ToU yóAoxrTos 
Tis Tjoipvns ovK èoðie; Fuh xarà 
&vOporrov tatita ACAD; ij ovyi koi 
Ó vópos tatta Atys;  ?iv yàp TH 
Mocéos vóuo yéypatrra, OU qipo- 
css Boüv éAoóvra. ph TOv poóv 
weer Te Oe; A Sr Ayes Távros 
Aéyel; SY Huds yàp éypápn: OT: Ev” 
éATriB Seidel Ó GpoTtpidv, óporpi- 
av, Kal ó GAodv, Tij; &XTríbog atTOU 
petéyetv, èm’ Amii Mel ueis | Oyiv 
TH Trveupatike éotreipapev, uéya el 
fiueisg Udy Tà capkikà Gepicopev; 


9 giuooeis B-E: pnuwces A | 
Bepio uev A 


10 aporpicv A B: apatpiov C-E | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Quis plantat vineam, et de fructu eius 
non edit? Aut quis pascit gregem, 
et de lacte gregis non edit? *Num 
secundum hominem haec dico? An 
non et lex eadem dicit? ?Etenim in 
Mosi lege scriptum est: Non obliga- 
bis os boui trituranti.. Num boues 
curae sunt deo? "An hoc propter 
nos omnino dicit? Propter nos enim 
hoc scriptum est, quod sub spe 
debeat is qui arat, arare et qui 
triturat sub spe, spei suae particeps 
esse debeat. "Si nos vobis spiri- 
tualia seminauimus, magnum | est 
si nos vestra carnalia messuerimus? 


11 Ospicouev B-E: 


9 Mosi B-E: Moysi A | 10 alt. debeat B-E; debet A | 11 spiritualia B-E: spiritalia 4 


7 Aut Ñ (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission is 
supported by codd. B C°" D F G and a few 
other mss., including cod. 2105. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, in company with 1, 2816 
and most other mss., commencing with p“ N 
A C*. Lefèvre made the same change. 


7 edit (2nd.) &c9íe ("manducat" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 4,31. The same change was again made by 
Lefévre. 


8 Num yf, ("Nunquid" Vg.). See on Joh. 3,4. 


8 An non ... dicit À ovyi ... Aye (“An ... non 
dicit" Vg). The Vulgate reflects a Greek text 
having f| ... oU Aéyel, as in PÉN ABCD 
and a few later mss. The reading of cod. 2105 
is ovyi ... Aéyel, omitting fj. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2816 and 
most other late mss. His rendering is the same 
as that of Lefévre, whereas Manetti put aut 
nonne ... dicit. 

8 eadem otra (“haec” Vg.). Erasmus under- 
stands TaŬTa as the equivalent of TawTt& (= Tà 
aùtá). His rendering follows that of Ambrosi- 
aster (1492): see Annot. 


9 Etenim in Mosi (Moysi: 1516) lege scriptum est 
tv yàp TH Mootos vóuo ytyporrrai (“Scri- 
ptum est enim in lege Mosi" Vg.). The Vulgate 
word-order has little ms. support. Many mss., 
but none of those which Erasmus consulted 
at Basle, substitute Mouotos for Mootoxs. 
See on Rom. 3,7 for etenim. Ambrosiaster had 
in lege enim scriptum est, omitting Mosi: this 
word-order was also adopted by Manetti and 
Lefévre, except that they respectively placed 
Moysi and Moseos after enim. Manetti's spelling 
of this name was the same as in Erasmus' 1516 
edition. 

9 obligabis os quucoceis (“alligabis os” Vg.). 
Erasmus makes the same substitution at 1 Tim. 
5,18, where the late Vulgate again has alliga- 
bis. Possibly he considered that alligo was more 
appropriate for tying one thing to another, 
whereas the sense required here was "tie up" 
or “muzzle”. However, there is a considerable 
overlap of meaning between the two verbs. 
The reading pnuaoeis in 1516 was possibly 
just a printer's error, as this itacistic spelling 
does not occur in any of Erasmus' Basle mss. 
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The version of Lefévre had frenabis in both 


passages. 
9 Num yi) (“Nunquid” Vg.). See on Job. 3,4. 


9 boues curae sunt TOV Body u£Aei ("de bobus 
cura est" late Vg.). Erasmus has a preference for 
the genitive, curae, in such phrases, e.g. at Mc. 
4,38; Iob. 10,13; 12,6, in accordance with Vul- 
gate usage at Lc. 10,40; Act. 18,17; 1 Cor. 7,21, 


though he retains cura est at 1 Petr. 5,7. Lefèvre 
had boum cura est. 


10 foc... dicit Aéye ("haec dicit" Vg. 1527). The 
1527 Vulgate column follows the Froben Vulgate 
of 1514. Other late Vulgate copies, including 
the Froben 1491 edition and the Vulgate column 
of Lefèvre, also have hoc dicit. As the pronoun 
is an explanatory addition, the word-order is 
unaffected by the Greek text. The earlier Vulgate 
and Ambrosiaster, together with the versions of 
Manetti and Lefèvre, omitted oc. 


10 omnino vr&vtos (“vtique” Vg.). See on Act. 
21,22, and cf. Annot. The same change was 
made by Manetti and Lefévre. 


10 Propter nos enim BV tas y&p ("Nam pro- 
pter nos vtique" Vg. 1527). The addition of a 
second vtique by the 1527 Vulgate column, and 
also by the Froben Vulgates of 1491 and 1514, 
lacks Greek support. Further substitutions of 
enim for nam occur at 1 Cor. 10,5; 11,19; 14,5; 
16,5. Usually the change is in the opposite 
direction, from enim to nam. In the present 
context, evidently wishing to ensure that the 
main emphasis would fall on propter nos, Erasmus 
preferred to place these words at the beginning 
of the sentence. His rendering was the same as 
that of Ambrosiaster and Manetti, while Lefévre 
put Propter nos certe. 


10 hoc scriptum est Ey p&qm ("scripta sunt” Vg.). 
Erasmus' use of the singular produces consis- 
tency with scriptum est in vs. 9. His addition of 
boc is questionable, as it is unclear whether it 
refers back to the scripture citation in vs. 9 or 
to the remainder of vs. 10. Ambrosiaster and 
Lefèvre put scriptum est, without hoc. 


10 quod sub spe debeat 811 tm’ ENTIS ógeíAe 
(“quoniam debet in spe" Vg). The Vulgate 
word-order corresponds with St: òọpelàsi èm’ 
Exrrí&i, as found in (38:6 N * A B C and a few 
later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, with 1, 2105, 2816"5, and also N ©" Derr 
and most later mss. His rendering could be 
understood as implying that this clause gives 
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the content of a further passage of scripture. 
However, since these words are not used else- 
where in the Bible, it is preferable to retain a 
clear causal sense for Sti, as introducing the 
apostle's own explanation. Lefèvre accordingly 
began a new sentence with Quia ... debet. 


10 i qui arat & &porpiiov ("qui arat" Vg.). 
Erasmus adds a pronoun to make a smoother 
connection with the preceding words. The 
spelling &parpidv in 1522-35 is probably a 
misprint. 


10 sub spe, spei suae particeps esse Tis ENTriGoS 
aUToU peréyew, Em éAtridi (“in spe fructus 
percipiendi" Vg.). The Vulgate appears to re- 
flect a Greek variant, Er Amri TOU ueréyew, 
occurring in (33:9 N* (A) B C and eighteen 
later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, supported by X" D™ and about 530 
later mss, among which were codd. 1, 2105, 
2816 (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 239-42). See Annot. Erasmus included the 
passage in his Ad Placandos. The main question 
raised by this textual discrepancy is whether the 
longer reading was a deliberate alteration by an 
ancient editor, acting on the (allegedly) mistaken 
assumption that ueréyeiv. must be connected 
with ógefA& in the previous clause, or whether 
the shorter reading was an editorial simplifi- 
cation, designed to eliminate the problems of 
interpretation which arose from the double use 
of Eris. Valla Annot. rendered by spei suae 
participandi in spe, and Lefèvre in spe fructus spei 
suae participandi triturare. 


10 debeat (2nd.) (Vg. omits; "debet" 1516). 
Erasmus repeats the verb, for clarity, and changes 
to the subjunctive in 1519, so as to give 
consistency with his use of debeat earlier in 
the verse. 


11 vestra carnalia Guay tà capkix& ("carnalia 
vestra" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order does not 
have explicit Greek ms. support. Lefévre made 
the same change as Erasmus. 


11 messuerimus Oepicopev ("metamus" Vg.). The 
Vulgate possibly corresponds with a Greek va- 
riant, Gepioapev, as in codd. C D F G and 
some other mss. In 1516, the -o- dropped out 
of @epicopev and became attached to the end 
of petéyouotv in vs. 12. For Erasmus’ preference 
for the future perfect tense, see e.g. on Rom. 
2,25; 12,20. See also Annot., where he renders 
more literally as metemus. Lefèvre used the 
present indicative, metimus. 
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Pe GAA Tfjs &&ovoías Gydv peréyou- 
civ, oU p&AAov fpeis; GAA” oUK éxpnoá- 
peda Tfj Eoucig TauTQ, &AA& Trávra 
otéyouev, iva ph &ykorrjv Tiva. Spev 
TH tÜmyysAko ToU Xpiotol. Poux 
oibare Óóm of tà iepòà Epyatduevon, 
& ToU iepoU £o0louciv; of TH Buo- 
aoTnpio mpoosdpevovtes, TH Buo- 
oTnpio ouppepiZovta; “otras xoi 
ó Kupios Biérafe, Toig TO evayyéAt- 
ov karayytAAouciv, ik Tol evayye- 
Aiou Ziv. Méyo Bt obSevi expnodunv 
ToUTwv. oUK Eypaya 88 raŬŭra, Iva 
oUTws yévntai èv poi. kaAóv ydp 
uot paAAov émo8avelv, ij TO kavy- 
u& pou iva Tig Kevoon.  !6&àv yàp 


12 peteyouow B-E: petexoucivo A 
12 erga vos B-E: vestrae A 


12 caeteri &XXo1 (“alii” Vg.). See on vs. 2. 


12 erga vos pd (“vestrae” 1516 = Vg.). Eras- 
mus' revision of this passage makes better 
sense, taking Uydv as an objective genitive, 
since the tGovoia of vss. 4-6 referred only to 
the authority of the apostles, and not of the 
whole Corinthian church. Cod. 2815 incorrect- 
ly reads fju&w. Lefèvre somewhat alters the 
meaning by S? alii potestatem babent vt vestri sint 
participes. 

12 cur non oU ("quare non" late Vg.). See on 
Rom. 14,10. In Annot., Erasmus suggests nonne 
as an alternative, which was the rendering of 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


12 Atqui non GAN oix ("Sed non" Vg.). See 
on Joh. 7,26. Lefèvre had Non tamen. 


12 vsi fuimus typnodueba (“vsi sumus" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 4,2. 


12 potestate ista Th £&oucíq rox) ("hac pote- 
state" Vg.). Erasmus here makes idiomatic use 
of ista, in the sense of "this power which I have 
just mentioned”. See on Job. 1,18. He is more 
literal as to the word-order. Lefèvre had potestate 
bac. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Si caeteri potestatis erga vos par- 
ticipes sunt, cur non potius nos? 
Atqui non vsi fuimus potestate ista, 
sed omnia sufferimus, ne quod of- 
fendiculum demus euangelio Christi. 
PAn nescitis quod ii qui in sacris 
operantur, ex sacrificio viuunt? Qui 
Sacrario assistunt, vna cum sacrario 
partem accipiunt? Sic et dominus 
ordinauit, vt qui euangelium annun- 
ciant, ex euangelio viuant. “Ego 
tamen nullo horum vsus fui. Quan- 
quam non scripsi haec, vt ita fiat 
in me. Nam bonum est mihi mori 
potius, quam vt gloriationem meam 
aliquis inanem reddat. “Etenim si 


12 sufferimus ottyopev ("sustinemus" Vg.). This 
change is consistent with Vulgate usage at 
1 Cor. 13,7. At 1 Thess. 3,1, 5, Erasmus changes 
sustineo to fero, in rendering the same Greek 
verb. He reserves sustineo mainly for such verbs 
as &véyouat, ToAuáco, and UtTropéveo. Cf. Annot. 
The same change was made by Lefévre. 


12 tykomńv. The reading i&xkorrv of cod. 
2815 is also to be seen in $ D* and many 
later mss. Erasmus' text follows the spelling of 
cod. 2817, with support from 1, 2105, 2816, as 
well as A B?" C D°" and many later mss. 


13 An nescitis ok otbore ("Nescitis" Vg.). See 
on 1 Cor. 3,16. 


13 quod 611 (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20. 
Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre all advocated 


this change. 


13 qui oi ("qui" Vg.). Erasmus adds a pronoun, 
as was his frequent practice, to make a smoother 
connection with the preceding words, agreeing 
with a suggestion of Valla Annot. 


13 in sacris tà iep& (“in sacrario" Vg.). Eras- 
mus tries to render the Greek plural more 
accurately. In Annot., he suggests sacra, as used 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS PRIMA  9,12-16 


in Valla Annot. and Lefévre, whereas Manetti 
had sacramenta. 


13 ex sacrificio & ToU iepot (“quae de sacrario 
sunt" Vg.). For the substitution of ex for de, see 
on Job. 2,15. The Vulgate may reflect a Greek 
text adding T& before éx, as in codd. X B D* 
F G and a few later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816 and 
most other mss., commencing with $* A C 
D“, His substitution of sacrificio for sacrario 
provided a clearer indication of what was eaten, 
though in Annot. he gives templo as an alternative. 
Valla Annot. recommended either templo or 
sacro. Manetti put de sacris, and Lefèvre ex sacro. 


13 vinunt bcOlouciv (“edunt” Vg). In this 
departure from the literal meaning, Erasmus 
tacitly imitates the wording of Ambrosiaster, 
harmonising with the sense of Zijv in vs. 14. 
In Annot., more correctly, he suggests vescuntur, 
following Valla Annot. The version of Manetti 
had manducant. 


13 Qui oi ("Et qui" late Vg.). The late Vulgate 
addition of Et has negligible support from 
Greek mss. Erasmus has the same rendering as 
the earlier Vulgate, Valla Annot., Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


13 sacrario (twice) 16 9uciaonpico (“altario” 
Vg.). A similar substitution is made at 1 Cor. 
10,18 (1522). C£. Annot. The Vulgate word is 
more literal, but non-classical. An idiomatic 
alternative is altaribus, but this has the disad- 
vantage of being plural in form: cf. the use of 
altari by Valla Annot. and some Vulgate mss. 
The rendering of Lefèvre was altari ... altaris. 


13 assistunt mpooebpevovtes (“deseruiunt” Vg.). 
Erasmus also uses assisto, in a similar context, 
in rendering fotnui at Hebr. 10,11. At Hebr. 
13,10, he retains deseruio for Aatpeveo. In Annot., 
he offers assidentes as an alternative: cf. the use 
of assident in Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. 


13 vna cum ... partem accipiunt ouuuspitovron 
("cum ... participant" late Vg.). See on Act. 1,22 
for vna cum. Erasmus’ substitution of partem 
accipio ("receive a share") helped to make the 
meaning more explicit. He elsewhere retains 
participo twice for petéyoo at 1 Cor. 10,17, 30. 
See Annot. The recommendation of Valla Annot. 
was participes sunt, while Lefévre had comparticipes 
euadunt. Manetti put cum ... participantur, as in 
the earlier Vulgate. 


14 Sic obtas (“Ita” Vg). See on Rom. 5,21. 
Lefévre made the same change. 
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14 vt... viuant Cw (“his ... viuere" Vg.). Erasmus 
changes the grammatical structure, preferring 
to avoid the infinitive after verbs of command. 
Manetti similarly had vr hi .. vinant, while 
Lefèvre had just vizere. 


14 xatayyéAAovow. The spelling Katayyé- 
Aovolv is used in codd. 2105, 2816, 2817 and 
some other late mss. 


14 ex & ("de" Vg). See on Job. 2,15. Lefèvre 


made the same change. 
15 tamen 5€ (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 


15 vsus fui typnoduny ("vsus sum" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 4,2. 


15 Quanquam non scripsi ol Éypasa 56 ("Non 
autem scripsi" late Vg.). This change is for the 
sake of variety, to avoid using autem. Elsewhere 
Erasmus uses quanquam in six places, rendering 
el kaí at Lc. 18,4 (1519), Any at Eph. 5,33, 
xaírep at Phil. 3,4 (= Vulgate), and xaitorye 
at Job. 4,2 (= Vulgate); Act. 14,17; Hebr. 4,3 
(1516 only). Manetti put zec ... scripsi (placing 
scripsi after baec), and Lefèvre Non scripsi autem, 
as in the earlier Vulgate. 


15 fiat yévrtou (“fiant” Vg.). Both renderings 
are legitimate, in view of the preceding Tora. 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre used the 
same word as Erasmus. 


15 Nam bonum est ... mori potius kaAóv yap ... 
p&AAov é&ro8aveiv ("Bonum est enim ... magis 
mori" Vg). See on Job. 3,34 for nam. The 
Vulgate word-order is more literal. Erasmus was 
seeking to avoid the infelicity of bonum .. 
magis. See on Act. 20,35 for other substitutions 
of potius. Manetti had Melius est enim ... mori, 
and Lefèvre praestat enim ... mori, both omitting 
magis. 

15 gloriationem TÒ Kowynva (“gloriam” Vg). 
See on Rom. 4,2, and Annot. The rendering of 
Lefévre was id vnde glorior, though gloriationem 
was mentioned as an alternative in Lefévre 
Comm. 


15 aliquis tis ("quis" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 3,4. 
Lefèvre had quisquam. 


15 inanem reddat xevcoov) (“euacuet” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 4,14, and Annot., where Erasmus also 
suggests irritam reddat. 


16 Etenim si t&v yép ("Nam etsi" late Vg.). 
See on Rom. 3,7. The earlier Vulgate, Ambro- 
siaster and Manetti put Nam si, and Lefévre 
Si enim. 
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evayyeAiGwuat, oUK ÉoTi goi kaüym- 
ua. &váyxn yáp por Émíkerron. oval 
5€ poi éotiv, àv yn evayyeAifo- 
por. “ei yòp ikv toto trpdoow, 
uic9óv Eya ei è óxov, oikovopiav 
mettioteupor. tis ov poi tot 6 
pio8ós; iva evayyeAiouevos, åra- 
vov Ojcw TO evayyéAiov ToU Xpr- 
cTOU, eis TO uù KaTaXptoacbal TH 
eovoia pou v TH evayysdio. 
P'EAeUOepos yàp dv x tTrdv- 
TOV, Tr&civ épauTóv sovAwoa, iva 
tous TÀelovas KepSijow. — "koi éye- 
vóunv Toig 'louSaío:s, as lousañ- 
os, iva “lovBaious KepStjow: ‘ois 
mò vópov, as wird vópovy, iva 


16 prius euangelizem B-E: euangelizauero 4 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


euangelizem, non est quod glorier. 
Necessitas enim mihi incumbit. Vae 
autem mihi est, nisi euangelizem. 
"Nam si volens hoc faciam, prae- 
mium habeo: sin inuitus, dispensatio 
commissa est mihi. Quod igitur 
mihi est praemium? Vt quum euange- 
lizem, gratuitum efficiam euangelium 
Christi, in hoc, ne abutar potestate 
mea in euangelio. 

P? Etenim quum liber sim ab om- 
nibus, omnibus me ipsum seruum 
feci, quo plureis lucrifaciam: et 
factus sum Iudaeis, quasi Iudaeus, 
vt Iudaeos lucrifaciam: iis qui sub 
lege sunt, quasi sim sub lege, vt 


alt, euangelizem B-E: euangelizauero A | 


19 lucrifaciam B-E: lucri facerem 4 | 20 prius quasi B-E: tanquam A | quasi sim B-E: tanquam 


essem 4 


16 enangelizem (twice) vay yeino (“euange- 
lizauero" 1516 = Vg.). The Vulgate corresponds 
more closely with ejayyeMocopoa (aorist sub- 
junctive), used by codd. D F G in both places, 
and also by codd. B C in the latter instance. 
See Annot. The rendering of Ambrosiaster was 
euangelizem ... predicauero euangelium, and Lefèvre 
euangelizo ... euangelizauero. 


16 quod glorier yor Kavynua (“mihi gloria" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. Lefévre put michi unde 
&lorier. 


16 autem bé (“enim” Vg.). The Vulgate reflects 
the substitution of ydp, as in 39'5 N* AB C 
D F G and a few other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 
2816, and also N ™™ “4 and most later mss. The 
version of Lefévre made the same change. 


16 nisi t&v ph (“si non" Vg). Erasmus here 
adopts the usual Vulgate rendering of this 
Greek expression. 

17 Nam si & yép (“Si enim" Vg). See on 
lob. 3,34. Erasmus had the same wording as 
Ambrosiaster. Manetti put Si autem. 

17 faciam "pácoo (“ago” Vg.). See on Act. 
15,29. Lefévre put egero. 

17 praemium wiobdv ("mercedem" Vg.). A simi- 
lar substitution occurs in vs. 18. See further on 


Rom. 1,27. Usually Erasmus retains merces for 
pic8ós. In vs. 24, he further translates Bpopeiov 
as praemium, though the nature of the "reward" 
is not the same in both places. 


17 sin ct Sé ("si autem" Vg.). See on Zoh. 10,38. 
Lefèvre had sin autem. 


17 commissa est mibi memiotevpor (“mihi credita 
est" Vg.). See on Rom. 3,2. Lefévre rendered this 
clause by dispensationi creditus sum. 

18 Quod igitur mibi est praemium Tis ov vol 
got ó pioðós ("Quae est ergo merces mea” 
Vg.). The Vulgate reflects a Greek text substitu- 
ting uou for poi, as in codd. N * A C and over 
seventy later mss. In cod. 2105, por is omitted. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, suppor- 
ted by 1, 2816" and about 470 other mss., 
commencing with P% Ner (see Aland Die 
Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 244-7). See Annot. 
For praemium, see on vs. 17, and for igitur, see 
on Iob. 6,62. Manetti put Quae ergo est merces 
mea, and Lefèvre Quae igitur est merces mea. 

18 quum euangelizem coryyeAiCouevos (“euange- 
lium praedicans" Vg.). Erasmus here avoids the 
ambiguity of the present participle, which could 
mean either "when I preach" or "by preaching". 
By using quum and the subjunctive, he is able 
to convey more clearly the temporal sense, 
which is required by the context. Further, the 
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verb exangelizo, rather than euangelium praedico, 
is more consistent with vs. 16, and avoids 
undue repetition of euangelium in the present 
verse. Sometimes, however, Erasmus prefers to 
avoid euangelizo (especially when evayyedifo 
is accompanied by a direct object, such as 
BaciAsfav, Aóyov, or "Incoüv): cf. on Act. 5,42. 
Manetti and Lefèvre both had exangelizans. 

18 gratuitum &odmravov ("sine sumptu" Vg). 
Erasmus' rendering is better suited to the con- 
text, which suggests that the Gospel was preached 
without charge to the hearer, rather than without 
expense to the preacher. See Annot. For his 
avoidance of sine, see on Job. 8,7. 

18 efiam 9150c (“ponam” Vg). Erasmus, 
imitating the version of Ambrosiaster, again 
uses a word which more aptly fits the context, 
arguing in Annot. that the Greek verb was 
sometimes the equivalent of facio. 


18 Christi ToU XpiotoŬ (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission is supported by 396 N A B C D* and 
some other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
De F G and most other mss. See Annot. For 
a similar textual variation affecting evayyéA1ov 
ToU XpicToÜU, see on Rom. 1,16. The same 
change was made by Manetti and Lefévre. 


18 ne els TÒ uh (“vt non" Vg.). See on Job. 3,20. 
Lefévre had quo non. 


19 Etenim y&p ("Nam" Vg.). See on Rom. 3,7. 
Manetti and Lefévre both began the sentence 
with Cum enim. 


19 quum .. sim Ov ("quum .. essem" Vg.). 
While both renderings are possible, Erasmus’ 
use of the present tense is more appropriate, 
as the imperfect tense of the Vulgate could be 
misunderstood as implying that the apostle was 
no longer “free”. 

19 ab tx (“ex” Vg. Erasmus translates in 
accordance with classical Latin idiom, in which 
liber is usually constructed either with ab or the 
genitive. 

19 omnibus (2nd.) m&cw ("omnium" Vg). Eras- 
mus renders the Greek dative more precisely. 
Lefèvre put in omnibus. 

19 me ipsum tpautóv (“me” Vg). Erasmus 
gives a more emphatic rendering of the reflexive 
pronoun. The same change was made by Lefévre. 
19 quo iva ("vt^ Vg.). See on Rom. 1,13. 


19 plureis tous rAcfovas (“plures” Vg.). This 
archaic form of the accusative plural is also 
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found in omneis and treis at several passages: see 
on 2 Cor. 2,5; Gal. 1,18. 


19 lucrifaciam xep8rjoco ("lucri facerem" 1516 
= Vg.). Erasmus’ rendering is the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster. À similar substitution occurs 
three times in vss. 20-22, as well as lucrifaciam 
for lucrarer in vs. 20, as recommended by Valla 
Annot. The version of Manetti had lucrarer 
in all these instances, consistent with the Vul- 
gate use of vt Iudaeos lucrarer in the first part 
of vs. 20. 

20 quasi (twice) cos (tanquam ... quasi” Vg.; 
“tanquam ... tanquam” 1516). A similar substitu- 
tion of quasi occurs in vs. 22 (1519), and at Col. 
2,20; 1 Petr. 1,24; 2,12. In Annot. on the follow- 
ing verse, Erasmus argues that quasi is more 
appropriate because it relates to a “false” proposi- 
tion. In the present verse, correspondingly, he 
might have been expected to argue that since 
Paul was in fact a Jew, tanquam was therefore 
acceptable. Inconsistently he did not adopt his 
own recommendation of quasi in vs. 21. 


20 lucrifaciam (twice) KepStjow ("lucrarer .. 
lucrifacerem” Vg.). See on vs. 19. 

20 iis rois ("His" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,12. Some 
late Vulgate editions likewise had /is, as in both 
columns of Lefévre. 


20 sim sub lege TS vópov (“sub lege essem, 
cum ipse non essem sub lege” Vg.; "essem sub 
lege" 1516). The Vulgate reflects the addition 
of uf) àv atrtds UTrd vópov, exhibited by codd. 
N A B C D* F G and thirty-four other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported 
by 1, 2105, 2816, with D°" and about 540 later 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 247-9). If the shorter text, as exhibited by 
most mss, were not authentic, it might be 
plausibly explained as originating through an 
error of homoeoteleuton, passing over from 
the first Uv vópov to the second. On the 
other hand, in the longer form of text, the addi- 
tional five words could be seen as a doctrinally 
motivated interpolation, partly prompted by 
the use of uh àv ávopos in vs. 21, and with 
the aim of enforcing consistency with passages 
such as Rom. 6,15 (oùk topév mò vdpov). 
Erasmus’ use of the present tense, sim, is more 
consistent with the tense of the verb in the 
preceding phrase, sub lege sunt. This was also 
recommended by Valla Annot. For Erasmus’ 
choice of an earlier position for sim, see on 
Rom. 2,27. The additional Vulgate clause was 
omitted by Valla, Manetti and Lefévre. The 
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Tous UTó vóuov KepSiow 7 Tois 
é&vópois, ds övopoşs, uh adv dvo- 
uos @8d, GAA’ Évvouos XpicTÓ, iva 
KepStjaw àvópous. éyevdunv tois 
&oOcvéciv as dobevtis, iva tous 
c&obeveis KepSijow. Tois T&oi yé- 
yova T& tTévta, iva tTdvtTws Tivas 
coco. totto 8 Troi Bik TÒ 
evayyéAiov, Iva cuykoiwwovós atrtot 
yévoyoa. 

4OtKx oibare StI of èv crabío 
Tpéxovtes, TrávTes pév TpÉyouciv, els 
5t AauBdver TO Bpapeiov; ottws TpÉ- 
xete, iva. | KaTaddBnte. rads Sè 
Ó é&ycoviLóusvos Távra éyKpatevetat: 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


eos qui sub lege sunt, lucrifaciam: 
? his qui sine lege sunt, tanquam sim 
sine lege: quum non sim sine lege deo, 
sed obnoxius legi Christi, vt lucrifa- 
ciam eos qui sunt sine lege. ? Factus 
sum infirmis quasi infirmus, vt infir- 
mos lucrifaciam. Omnibus factus sum 
omnia, vt omnino aliquos seruem. 
2 Hoc autem facio propter euangeli- 
um, vt particeps illius fiam. 

% An nescitis quod qui in stadio 
currunt, omnes quidem currunt, sed 
vnus accipit praemium? Sic currite, | 
vt comprehendatis. "Omnis autem 
qui certat, per omnia temperans est: 


21 yxpiotw B-E: xpiorou A | 22 travtws A-C: ravra; D E 


21 prius sim B-E: essem Æ | obnoxius legi B-E: in lege A | 22 infirmis quasi B-E: infirmus, 


tanquam 4 | seruem B-E: seruarem A 


rendering of Lefévre was just quasi sub lege, 
without a verb. 


20 eos qui sub lege sunt tous Ud vóyov (“eos 
qui sub lege erant" Vg.). See the previous note 
for the change of tense. The Vulgate rendering 
is inconsistent with its use of sunt, earlier in 
the verse. The change made by Erasmus agreed 
with the wording adopted by Ambrosiaster and 
Valla Annot. 

21 qui sine lege sunt &vdpois (“qui sine lege 
erant” Vg.). See on vs. 20. Erasmus again has 
the same rendering as Ambrosiaster and Valla 
Annot. The version of Lefèvre was illegitimis. 


21 sim (essem: 1516) sine lege: quum non sim sine 
lege deo &voyos, ut) dv &vopos 9&6 (“sine lege 
essem, cum sine lege dei non essem" Vg.). For 
the change of word-order and tense, see on 
vs. 20. The Vulgate reflects the substitution of 
coU for Oec, as in B'ÓN. A B C D* FG and 
a few other mss., including codd. 21059" and 
2817 (cod. 2105* omits 6&5). Erasmus follows 
cod. 2815, supported by 1 and 2816, with D" 
and most later mss. See Annot. In Valla Annot., 
the suggested rendering was sine lege sim, cum 
sine lege non sim (possibly omitting deo, or dei, 
by accident). Lefèvre had legitimus cum non 
essem illegitimus deo. 


21 obnoxius legi Évvoyos (“in lege essem" Vg.; 
“in lege" 1516). Erasmus seeks to provide a 
more intelligible translation ("bound by the 
law" rather than just “in the law”). At Act. 19,39 
he followed the Vulgate in using legitimus for 
the same Greek word, and that was the rendering 
adopted by Lefèvre at the present passage. Valla 
Annot. proposed in lege sim. 


21 Christi Xpiorg. In 1516, Erasmus’ Greek 
text had ypiotol, derived from cod. 2817, even 
though he had adopted the dative, 80, from 
cod. 2815 a little earlier in the sentence. The 
reading of cod. 2817 was supported by 2105, 
and also 33$ N A B C D* F G and a few other 
mss. Possibly Erasmus was influenced by the 
retention of Christi in Valla Annot. In 1519, 
without changing the accompanying Latin ver- 
sion, he substituted Xpiotd, as in codd. 1, 3, 
2815, 2816 and most other late mss., as well 
as in D°, See Annot. The version of Lefèvre 
put Christo. 

21 lucrifaciam xepSiow (“lucrifacerem” Vg.). 
See on vs. 19. 

21 eos qui sunt sine lege &vóuous (“eos qui sine 
lege erant" Vg.). See on vs. 20. Ambrosiaster 
and Valla Annot. adopted eos qui sine lege sunt, 
and Lefévre illegitimos. 
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22 infirmis vois &cOsvéciv. (“infirmus” 1516 
Lat). The 1516 spelling, in which the suffix 
-us is represented by an abbreviation, is merely 
an error of the typesetter. 


22 quasi cos (Vg. omits; "tanquam" 1516). The 
Vulgate omission is supported by 39565 N* A B 
and a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817. together with 1, 2105, 2816, 


and also N°" C D F G and most other mss. 
See Annot. The version of Lefèvre had velat. 


22 lucrifaciam xepdi\ow ("lucrifacerem" Vg.). 
See on vs. 19. 


22 factus sum omnia y&yovo Tà Trávra (“omnia 
factus sum" Vg.). Erasmus is more literal as to 
the Latin word-order, agreeing with the version 
of Ambrosiaster. 


22 omnino aliquos travtws tives (“omnes” 
Vg.). The Vulgate corresponds with a Greek text 
substituting TrávTos and omitting Tivds, as in 
codd. D F G. However, the reading tévtas 
Tiv&s in Erasmus’ 1527-35 editions appears to 
be a misprint. See Annot. The rendering of 
Manetti was quosdam omnino, and Lefèvre omnino 
quoslibet. 


22 seruem owocow (facerem saluos” Vg.; “serua- 
rem" 1516). See on Job. 3,17 for seruo, and see 
also Annot. In 1519, Erasmus substitutes the 
present subjunctive, consistent with the other 
instances of the present tense throughout this 
passage. Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre put saluos 
facerem, while Valla Annot. proposed saluos faciam, 
and Manetti saluarem. 


23 Hoc toto (“Omnia” Vg). The Vulgate 
reflects the substitution of tdvta, which oc- 
curs in P“ N A B C D F G and thirty-six 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816 and about 540 
other late mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 2, pp. 249-51). See Annot. If tavta had 
originally been in the text, it is curious that a 
scribe or corrector should have thought of 
using ToUTo. In view of the wide variety of 
activities described in vss. 19-22, a more obvious 
“improvement” would have been to replace 
Tr&vat by tata or to add rada after rrávra 
Sé, rather than substituting ToUTo, a singular 
pronoun. Similarly, if rrávra had been altered 
accidentally, taUta would have been a more 
likely result. On the other hand, if toUto were 
genuine, it is easy to see how rrá&vra could have 
been substituted for it, under influence from 
Teo... TrávTa ... TrávTOs in the immediately 
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preceding sentence. Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same change as Erasmus. 


23 illius atrrot ("eius" Vg.). There appears to 
have been no particular need for this change. 
23 fiam yévopor (“efficiar” Vg.). Erasmus is 
more literal here, though he retains efficiar for 
yéveopat in vs. 27. 

24 An nescitis Otx olGocre (“Nescitis” Vg.). See 
on 1 Cor. 3,16. 

24 qui oi ("hi qui” Vg.) Erasmus is more 
literal, having the same rendering as Ambro- 
siaster and Lefèvre. 

24 praemium tò Bpopeiov ("brauium" Vg). 
The Vulgate term, brauium, does not exist in 
classical Latin, and is little more than a transli- 
teration of the Greek word. Ambrosiaster's use 
of palmam is cited in Annot. as an acceptable 
alternative, and this was Erasmus’ preferred 
substitute for brauium at Phil. 3,14. Cf. also his 
adoption of palmam interuerto for «ccrappaeuco 
at Col. 2,18, and palmam fero for Bpapevw at 
Col. 3,15. See further on vs. 17, above, for 
Erasmus’ use of praemium to render pods. 


25 autem (1st.) 5é (“enim” Vg. 1527). The use 
of enim in the 1527 Vulgate column, follow- 
ing the Froben Vulgate of 1514, corresponds 
with yóp in codd. 3 and 2816. Although there 
seems to be little other Greek ms. support for 
this variant, Erasmus cites ydp as his text in 
1519-35 Annot. His Latin rendering agrees with 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Manetti, 
while Lefévre put etiam. 


25 qui certat & &ywvildopevos (“qui in agone 
contendit" Vg.). This use of certo is in accordance 
with Vulgate usage at 1 Tim. 6,12, and also at 
Col. 1,29; 2 Tim. 4,7 (both changed to decerto 
by Erasmus). At 2 Tim. 2,5, where the Vulgate 
puts certo in agone for &@Aéw, Erasmus again 
just has certo. See Annot. He no doubt disliked 
the use of agone because of its Greek origin, but 
it does sometimes occur in classical Latin 
usage. Valla Annot. recommended the omission 
of in before agone, while Lefèvre put qui certamine 
contendit. 


25 per omnia temperans est TovTO Eykpocreueroa 
(“ab omnibus se abstinet" Vg.). Erasmus seeks 
a word which implies moderation and self- 
control, as these qualities were more appropriate 
to the training of an athlete or competitor, who 
would not benefit by "abstaining" from all 
food, drink or exercise. In Arnot., Erasmus also 
suggests im ommibus temperans est. His use of 
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ekeivor pev oóv, Iva pbapTov otipa- 
vov Aéápociv, fuss 88 &g8aprov. 

®Eyd Toivuv oUTcs Tptyw, ÖS 
oUk dbnAosg olteos TUKTEUO, ÒS 
otK dépa Sépwav: FAAN Umomóto 
Mou TO cópga« Kal SouvAacywye, uf 
Tras GAÀAo:s KnpUEas, aùTtòs d&SdKipos 
yévoopan. 


1 Où Ow OE Gas Gyvotiv, 
&SeApoi, STi oi matépes f)uóov 
Travtes UTS Thy vepéAnv oav, koi 
tTrdavtes Sid Tis 9aAócons SitjAGov, 
?koi Tr&vres cis TOV Mao Barri- 
cavro èv Th vepeAn Kai èv Ti 8a- 
Acoon skal md&vtes TO avTS poo 
Trveupatikov Époyov, ‘Kal mávteg TO 
aÙTÒ Toya TWvevpatiKov étriov. ëT- 
vov yàp k Trveupatikiis &koAoubovons 
Teétpas fj Sè mérpa fv ó Xpiorrds. 


27 uTwmate B-E: viromiato A 
10,1 Trarepes B-E: tortepes A 
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illi quidem igitur, vt perituram coro- 
nam accipiant, nos autem vt aeternam. 
Ego itaque sic curro, vt non in 
incertum: sic pugilem ago, non velut 
aerem feriens: "verum subiicio cor- 
pus meum, et in seruitutem redigo, 
ne quo modo fiat, vt quum aliis 
praedicarim ipse reprobus efficiar. 


1 Nolim autem vos ignorare fra- 

tres, quod patres nostri om- 
nes sub nube erant, et omnes per 
mare transierunt, 2et omnes in 
Mosen baptizati sunt in nube et 
in mari jet omnes eandem escam 
spiritualem comedebant, ‘et omnes 
eundem potum spiritualem bibebant. 
Bibebant enim de spirituali, quae 
illos comitabatur, petra: petra vero 
fuit Christus. 


25 alt. vt B-E: om. A | 27 praedicarim B-E: predicarim A 


10,3 spiritualem B-E: spiritalem 4 | 
spiritali 4 


temperans is analogous with his substitution of 
temperantia for castitas and abstinentia in ren- 
dering tyxpccreia: see on Act. 24,25. Cf. also 
his replacement of continens by temperans in 
rendering tykparńs at Zit. 1,8. Lefèvre contented 
himself with omitting se. 

25 illi quidem igitur éxeivor pév ov (“Et illi 
quidem" Vg.). See on Act. 9,31. Manetti put Mli 
profecto, and Lefèvre bi quidem. 

25 perituram q9apróv (“corruptibilem” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,23 for Erasmus' treatment of 
99aprós elsewhere. See also Annot. 


25 vt aeternam &qOaprov (“incorruptam” Vg.; 
"aeternam" 1516). Erasmus adds vt, to amplify 
the elliptical Greek construction. The implied 
verb is accipiamus. In Annot., he gives incor- 
ruptibilem as an alternative rendering: cf. his 


4 spiritualem B-E: spiritalem Æ | 


spirituali B-E: 


replacement of incorrupti by incorruptibiles at 
1 Cor. 15,52 (1519). Elsewhere Erasmus renders 
&oOapros by immortalis at several passages: see 
on Rom. 1,23. At the present passage, Manetti 
and Lefèvre both put incorruptibilem. 

26 itaque toivuy (“igitur” Vg.). In rendering 
toivuv elsewhere, Erasmus was content to re- 
tain igitur at Hebr. 13,13, and ergo at Le. 20,25. 
Manetti had ergo at the present passage. 


26 vt non cx oOx (“non quasi" Vg.). Erasmus 
adheres to the Greek word-order, though without 
any gain in clarity, and producing inconsistency 
with his use of zon velut for dos otn later in 
the verse. See further on 1 Cor. 3,1. 

26 pugilem ago mute% "pugno" Vg.). Erasmus 
is more accurate here. In Annot., he objects that 
pugno is more appropriate for udxouan. Valla 
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Annot. likewise approved of the interpretation, 
percutio pugnis, given by Ambrose De Paradiso 
(CSEL 32, i, p. 313). 


26 velut cog ("quasi" Vg). See on loh. 1,14. 


26 feriens Sépwv ("verberans" Vg. Erasmus 
looks for a word better suited to a blow struck 
by a boxer, as verbero often means "flog" rather 
than "hit". On the use of verbero, see Valla 
Elegantiae, VI, 47; Erasmus Paraphr. in Eleg. 
Laur. Vallae, ASD Y, 4, p. 328, il. 348-351. 
Erasmus elsewhere usually follows the Vulgate 
in rendering Sépw by caedo. See also Annot. The 
rendering of Lefèvre was quatiens. 

27 verum &XX' (“sed” Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 
27 subticio btm a0 (“castigo” Vg.). Erasmus 
again finds a word more appropriate to the 
context, in the sense of subdue, or keep under 
control, rather than punish or reprove. At 
Le. 18,5, he follows the Vulgate in using sugillo 
(“bruise”) to render the same Greek verb. In 
Annot., he further suggests coerceo or cobibeo. 
The spelling UtrotridZco, which was used in the 
1516 edition, occurs in codd. 1, 2815 and many 
other mss., including $*. 

27 ne quo modo fiat, vt yr tress (“ne forte” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 11,21. Lefèvre put se quo pacto. 
Manetti, somewhat altering the meaning, re- 
placed ne forte cum with ne cum aliquatenus. 
10,1 Nolim Où BAw ("Nolo" Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs in vs. 20. Cf. on velim at 
1 Cor. 7,7. 


1 autem 56 (“enim” Vg.). The Vulgate follows 
a Greek text substituting yap, as in p“ N* A 
B C D F G and a few other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 
1, 2105, 2816, with N ©" and most later mss. 
See Annot. The same change was made by 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


1 quod 811 (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Ioh. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefèvre again made the same 
change. 


1 erant ica (“fuerunt” Vg.). Erasmus renders 
the imperfect tense more accurately. 

1 per mare Bix rfjg 9aA&cons ("mare" Vg). 
The insertion of per gives a literal rendering of 
the Greek preposition, which the Vulgate treats 
as superfluous. Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same amendment as Erasmus. 

2 in Mosen eis tov Mwoñv (“in Moyse" late 
Vg.). Erasmus translates the prepositional phrase 
more correctly. Cf. on Rom. 6,3 (im mortem), 
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and Annot. The spelling Moxcfjv came from 
cod. 2817: most mss. have MoUofjv, as in 
codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816. 

3 escam spiritualem Bp®pa trvevpatixdy (“spi- 
ritalem escam” Vg. 1527). The 1527 Vulgate 
word-order, following the Froben Vulgate of 
1514, corresponds with trveuparixov Bpdpa 
in 3*6 N * B C" and some other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, in company with 
1, 2105, 2816, and also N ^" D F G and most 
other mss. His Latin rendering is the same as 
that of Lefèvre: cf. also escam spiritalem in the 
earlier Vulgate and Ambrosiaster. Manetti put 
cibum spiritualem. 


3 comedebant #payov ("manducauerunt" Vg.). 
See on Joh. 4,31 regarding manduco. Erasmus’ 
use of the imperfect tense is less literal, and the 
same applies to his substitution of bibebant in 
rendering Érriov in vs. 4: both verbs are Greek 
aorists. 


4 bibebant (1st.) &miov (“biberunt” Vg.). See the 
previous note. 


4 enim yap ("autem" Vg). The Vulgate ren- 
dering does not enjoy Greek ms. support. See 
Annot. The change made by Erasmus agrees 
with the wording of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


4 quae illos comitabatur àkoħouðovons (“con- 
sequente eos” late Vg.). Erasmus substitution 
of a subordinate clause, though less literal, 
produces a more idiomatic Latin wording. In 
this instance, his choice of the imperfect tense 
was appropriate, in view of the preceding &rrvov. 
In Annot., he argues that comitor is better suited 
to the context, which refers to Christ's presence 
with the Israelites in the wilderness. See also 
"Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 186, 
Il. 406-417. Throughout vss. 4-10, Erasmus uses 
illos, illorum, or illi (rather than eos, or ipsos, 
etc.), to refer back to patres nostri in vs. 1. In 
the present verse, though the Greek text lacks 
a pronoun, the addition of eos or illos gives a 
clearer sense. The Vulgate use of eos is accordingly 
mentioned in the Vbi Interpres Ausus Sit Aliquid 
Immutare. Lefévre's version put obsequente, which 
had the undesirable connotation of "complying 
with their wishes"; this was replaced by seguente 
in Comm. 


4 vero Sé (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 

4 fuit iv (“erat” Vg.). The Vulgate is more 
literal. Erasmus' use of the perfect tense is 
inconsistent with his change to erazt in vs. 1. 
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SAAN’ otK èv Toig qWAstoow qù- 
TOv tÜübÓkncsev ó Otóg KaTEOTPAD- 
8ncav yap tv Ti phu. *totta 
6E Tumor pov yevńðnoav, sis 
TO pà eiva è as — mMBUNTAS 
KaKóv,  Ka8cs  kékeivoi èmeðúunN- 
cav. 7unSé elBSwAoAdTpaI — yíve- 
Gr, Kades Tives aUTÓOV, os yé- 
ypatta, "Exá&ictv ó Aads qaytiv 


Kal miy, Kal dvéotnoov trailer. 
*un5: mopvevwpev,  xofos tives 
autaéy  èmópvevoav, xoi  érecov 


év pic fiuépa eiKooirrpels yiAiddes. 
%unds exrreipdZaopev tov Xpiotdv, 
Kaðws Kal tives avTOv étrelpacay, 
Kol Ud TOv Spewv  &moXovro. 


7  &6oAoAarpoi A-D: aSwAoAcAatpa E 
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5Sed plures illorum non appro- 
bauit deus: prostrati sunt enim in de- 
serto. “Haec autem figurae nostri 
fuerunt, ne nos simus concupiscen- 
tes rerum malarum, quemadmodum 
et illi concupierunt. "Neque simu- 
lacrorum sitis cultores, sicuti qui- 
dam illorum, quemadmodum  scri- 
ptum est: Sedit populus vt ederet 
ac biberet, et surrexerunt ad luden- 
dum.  *Neque stupris inquinemur, 
sicuti quidam illorum stupris polluti 
sunt, et conciderunt vno die viginti 
tria milia. ?Neque tentemus Chris- 
tum, sicut et quidam illorum tenta- 
uerunt, et a serpentibus extincti sunt. 


| ysyporra A C-E: yeypxrron B | 


9 avrov B-E: avrov A | atwdovto B-E: attwAdovto A 


7 simulacrorum sitis B-E: simulachrorum simus | ederet ac B-E: manducaret et | 8 stupris 
inquinemur B-E: fornicemur A | stupris polluti B-E: fornicati 4 | vno B-E: in vno A | 


9 illorum B-E: eum A 


5 plures illorum non approbauit ot èv ois 
TrAcioaw avtdéyv evSdéxnoev ("non in pluribus 
eorum beneplacitum est" Vg.). Erasmus adopts 
a word-order which is more natural in Latin, 
but less literal. He similarly puts approbo for 
&eUGokéc at 2 Thess. 2,12. Cf. also his use of 
comprobo at Hebr. 10,6, 8, and probo at 2 Cor. 
5,8; Hebr. 10,38, in rendering the same Greek 
verb. See Annot. For illorum, see on illos in vs. 4. 
Lefévre had non in compluribus eorum beneplacitum 


fuit. 


5 prostrati sunt enim Kateotpwðnoav yáp 
(“nam prostrati sunt" Vg.). Cf. on 1 Cor. 9,10. 
Ambrosiaster had Prostrati enim sunt. 


6 figurae nostri fuerunt Tomoi Hdov Eyevriónoav 
(“in figura facta sunt nostri" Vg.) Erasmus 
gives a more literal translation. See Annot., and 
cf. his use of figurae contigerunt for TüTrO1 ouv- 
éBaivov in vs. 11. The Vulgate wording may 
represent a harmonisation with vs. 11, where iz 
figura corresponds more closely with the Greek 
variant reading, tumikæş. Lefèvre made exactly 
the same change as Erasmus here, while Manetti 
had figurae factae sunt nostri. 


6 ne eis TÒ ph (“vt non” Vg.). See on Job. 3,20. 


6 nos simus elvan jns (“simus” Vg.). Erasmus 
is more accurate here, preserving the emphatic 
contrast between tds and Kdxeivor. Lefèvre 
put ducamur concupiscentia for simus concupiscentes. 


6 rerum malarum xoxóv (“malorum” Vg.). The 
Vulgate rendering preserves the ambiguity of 
the Greek word, which could be taken as either 
masculine or neuter. However, having regard 
to the context, Erasmus perhaps wished to pre- 
vent the possibility of this being applied to evil 
people rather than evil deeds or things. 


6 quemadmodum «odes (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. 


7 simulacrorum sitis cultores eiSooAoAérTpoa. yi- 
vec8e (“idolatrae efficiamini” late Vg; "simu- 
lachrorum simus cultores" 1516). In Annot., 
Erasmus suggests that yiveoe was a scribal 
substitution for yívecO0ot, and based on this 
conjecture, his 1516 version uses the first person 
plural for the verb, continuing the construction 
from simus and elvai twas in the previous 
sentence. Since his printed Greek text had 
yiveote, this gave rise to a conflict between the 
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Latin and Greek wording. In fact, yívec9ot is 
found only in a few of the later mss. (cf. yeive- 
aĝa in codd. F G). For simulacrorum ... cultores, 
see on 1 Cor. 5,10. A similar substitution of 
sum for efficio occurs at 1 Cor. 14,20. Possibly 
Erasmus thought that the use of efficio was too 
emphatic (cf. on 1 Cor. 6,16), though he retains 
this verb at 1 Cor. 9,27. Ambrosiaster put simu- 
lacris serutentes, and Lefévre idololatrae sitis. 


7 sicuti xaos (“sicut” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 
The same change occurs in vs. 8. Manetti sub- 
stituted ceu. 

7 illorum aùtăv ("ex ipsis" Vg.). The Vulgate 
addition of ex has little Greek ms. support 
other than cod. A. For Erasmus’ choice of pro- 
noun, see on ¿os in vs. 4, and see also on Rom. 
1,20. His rendering is the same as that of Am- 
brosiaster. Manetti and Lefévre both put eorum. 


7 os. Erasmus here follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, supported by cod. 2816, with C D* and 
some later mss. In codd. 1, 2105 and most 
other mss., commencing with P* N A B D^, 
it is @otrEp. 

7 vt ederet ac biberet payeiv xoà meiv (^mandu- 
care et bibere" Vg.; "vt manducaret et biberet" 
1516). Erasmus avoids the infinitive of purpose. 
Regarding manduco, see on Iob. 4,31, and for 
ac, see on Iob. 1,25. Manetti used the same ren- 
dering as Erasmus' 1516 edition (though the 
first hand of Pal. Lat. 45 followed the Vulgate). 


7 ad ludendum voitew (“ludere” Vg.). For va- 
riety, Erasmus this time uses the gerund, but 
with the same intention of avoiding the infi- 
nitive of purpose. Cf. his substitution of ad 
loquendum for loqui at 1 Thess. 2,2, and see also 
on Job. 1,33. Manetti had vt luderent (in Pal. 
Lat. 45°" and Urb. Lat. 6). 

8 stupris inquinemur rropveucouev (“fornicemur” 
1516 = Vg.). More often Erasmus replaces fornicor 
with scortor. see on 1 Cor. 6,18. Later in the 
present verse, his use of stupris polluti sunt is a 


further variation in the rendering of the same 
Greek verb. 

8 sicuti xaðws (“sicut” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 
8 illorum aùt&v (“ex ipsis" Vg.). The same 
change occurred in vs. 7. See further on ¿los in 
vs. 4, and also on Rom. 1,20. Erasmus’ rendering 
agrees with that of Ambrosiaster. Manetti and 
Lefévre put eorum. 

8 stupris polluti sunt &mópveucav. ("fornicati 
sunt" 1516 = Vg). See on stupris inquinemur, 
above. 
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8 conciderunt Errecov. ("ceciderunt" Vg). See 
on Act. 5,10. 

8 vno tv wie ("vna" Vg; "in vno" 1516). The 
Vulgate omission of the preposition is supported 
by P“ N* B D* F G. The text of Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2105, 2816, as well as Xe" A C D^" and 
most later mss. For the gender of dies, see on 


Iob. 1,29. 


9 Christum tov Xpiotév. In cod. 2815, the 
reading is TÓv @edv, as in fifteen other mss., 
including cod. A. About forty others, com- 
mencing with N B C, have Tóv kúpiov. In 
agreement with the Vulgate, Erasmus follows 
cod. 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816 and 
about 520 other mss., commencing with $* D 
F G (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 251-3). 

9 et (1st.) Kai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion is supported by pid N A B C D* FG 
and a few other mss., with cod. 2815 among 
them. Erasmus follows cod. 2817, along with 
1, 2105, 2816, and also D*" and most later 
mss. Both Manetti and Lefèvre made the same 
change. 

9 illorum aùtõv ("eorum" Vg; “eum” 1516). 
The reading avrrév in 1516 is taken from cod. 
2817, with support from a few other late mss., 
as well as the text cited by Lefévre Comm. In 
cod. 2815, the word was completely omitted, 
as in cod. N*. In 1519, Erasmus restored 
avTOv, as in codd. 1, 3, 2105, 2816, as well as 
in most other mss., commencing with 39/6 N or 
B C D F G. See Annot. For his choice of 
pronoun in 1519, see on illos in vs. 4. Lefevre 
put ipsorum in his main text, but ipsum in 
Comm. 


9 extincti sunt &émmdovto (“perierunt” Vg). 
The Vulgate almost always renders éréAAupn 
by either perdo or pereo, which Erasmus generally 
retains. At the present passage, and also in 
vs. 10, he may have disliked the construction 
of pereo with a or ab, though this did sometimes 
occur in classical usage (in the sense of “perish 
at the hands of” or “die as a result of"). In 
vs. 10, Erasmus replaced perierunt with interempti 
sunt, which was closer to the required meaning. 
The use of two different verbs, extinguo and 
interimo, was for the sake of stylistic variety. 
Elsewhere he uses extinguo solely to render 
cévvuyi (“quench”). The spelling &rro3XAovro 
in 1516, inconsistent with &rriAovro in vs. 10, 
was probably an error of the typesetter. 
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V yn8& yoyyUGere, ka8cos Kai tives aÙ- 
TÀV Éyóyyucav, Kal &moAovro Ud 
ToU ÓAo0pruToU. 

"Totta SÈ Távra TÚTO! ouvéßa- 
vov éxeivois: typápn 5è Trpós vovðesiav 
fiu, eis obs TÈ TÉAT) TOV aicvov KAT- 
hvTtnoev. P ove ó SoKdv éorávoi, PAs- 
Této pt méon. Btreipacyds wuðş oUk 
eiAngev, el ut) àvôpæmivos. 

Thotés 5È ó Beds, öş ouk gaol | ps 
Treipac8fjvoi UTrép 6 Buvac8e: GAAG Tol- 
Noel oUv TH Treipac uo kai Thv EkBaotv, 
ToU SUvacba Was Ureptveykeiv. | 81d- 
Ttp, &yarrntoi you, pevyete &mó TÄS 
eidwAoAatpias, “as ppovipois Aéyoo, 
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9? Neque murmuretis, sicut et quidam 
illorum murmurauerunt, et interempti 
sunt ab extinctore. 

!! Haec autem omnia figurae conti- 
gerunt illis. Scripta vero sunt propter 
admonitionem nostri, in quos termini 
aetatum inciderunt. "Proinde qui sibi 
videtur stare, videat ne cadat. ? Tenta- 
tio vos non cepit, nisi humana. 

Sed fidelis est | deus qui non sinet 
vos tentari supra id quod potestis: 
imo faciet vna cum tentatione euen- 
tum, quo possitis sufferre. * Quapro- 
pter dilecti mei, fugite ab simulacro- 
rum cultu, Pvt prudentibus loquor, 


13 euentum B-E: exitum A | 14 simulacrorum B-E: simulachrorum 4 


10 murmuretis yoyyúčere (“murmuraueritis” 
Vg.). The literary convention of using ze with 
the perfect subjunctive, for a second-person 
negative command, was sometimes retained by 
Erasmus, but he often used the present subjunc- 
tive for this purpose. Lefèvre put murmurate. 


10 et (1st.) kai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by 396 N A B C D FG and more 
than 100 other mss., including cod. 2815. 
Erasmus follows cod. 2817, supported by 2105, 
2816 and about 460 other mss. (see Aland Die 
Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 253-6). Cod. 1 has 
a longer omission at this point, through ho- 
moeoteleuton. Lefévre made the same change 
as Erasmus. 


10 lorum atrtév (“eorum” Vg.). See on illos 
in vs. 4. 


10 interempti sunt &rXovTo (“perierunt” Vg.). 
See on vs. 9. 


10 extinctore 100 óAo0psuToU (“exterminatore” 
Vg.). Erasmus looks for a word to replace 
exterminator, as this was not used by classical 
authors. At the same time he needed to avoid 
words having pejorative connotations, such as 
interemptor, interfector, occisor, and peremptor. 


11 figurae Torro (“in figura" Vg.). The Vulgate 
may reflect the substitution of tum«Kds, with 
support from codd. N A B C and about sixty 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 
D F G and about 500 other mss. (see Aland 


Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 256-9). If Tú- 
moi were not genuine, it could be explained as 
a scribal harmonisation with the same word in 
vs. 6. Having regard to the requirements of the 
context in vs. 11, however, it could be argued 
that Greek scribes were more likely to have 
changed TUTO: to TumIKÓS here, rather than 
vice versa, because they would have considered 
the adverbial form of the word as a more gram- 
matically harmonious accompaniment for the 
verb cuvéBaivov (or cuvéouvev). To a certain 
extent, TUTTO! has the merit of being a Jectio 
difficilior, as it can only be correctly understood 
by assuming that an additional word is implied, 
as in cos TUTroL. This problem did not arise in 
vs.6, where TUTO! was accompanied by a 
different verb. Manetti put figure (= figurae). 


11 contigerunt ouvipoavov (“contingebant” Vg.). 
The Vulgate gives a more literal rendering of 
the Greek imperfect tense, referring to a series 
of events in which the Israelites were involved. 
Most of the mss. which had rumiKó for TUTrot 
also had cuvéfaivev in place of cvvépaivov, 
though the meaning of both verbs is the same 
because of the plural subject, tata. 


11 Scripta vero sunt typåpn 56 ("scripta sunt 
autem" Vg.). Since these words introduce an 
explanation of the use of TUTro1 (or TuTTIKés) 
in the previous clause, Erasmus probably con- 
sidered that the particle 8£ did not possess a 
strongly adversative sense. See also on Zoh. 1,26. 
Lefévre had scripta autem sunt. 


LB 712 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS PRIMA 


11 propter admonitionem pos vou8eciav (“ad 
correptionem" Vg.). Erasmus sensed that the 
context required a word which meant "warning" 
and not merely "rebuke". Further, since he 
wanted to use admonitio for this purpose, he 
also changed the preposition, so as to avoid the 
repetitious sound of ad admonitionem, though 
the latter rendering was proposed in Annot. For 
the use of propter in a purposive sense, see on 
1 Cor. 7,2. Manetti and Lefévre both put ad 
admonitionem. 


11 nostri fjucov. (“nostram” Vg.). Erasmus no 
doubt hoped to make it clearer that the Greek 
pronoun was an objective genitive. Cf. Annot. 
The same change was made by Lefévre Comm. 


11 termini tà TEAN (“fines” Vg.). Erasmus else- 
where tends to use the plural of finis to mean 
"territory", and perhaps felt that termini would 
more clearly express the sense of "boundaries" 
or "ends", though the meanings of the two 
words considerably overlap. 


11 aetatum t&v aidveov (“saeculorum” Vg.). 
At other passages, Erasmus usually follows the 
Vulgate in using saeculum or in aeternum for 
aicov, and reserves aetas for yeved, fiuépo, and 
Aiki. 


11 inciderunt xothvtnoev (“deuenerunt” Vg.). 
A comparable substitution of incido for peruenio, 
in rendering the same Greek verb, occurs at 
1 Cor. 14,36. Erasmus elsewhere retains deuenio 
for kcravTác at Act. 18,19, 24; 28,13 (see on 
Act. 26,7), and he generally reserves incido for 
rendering mimt and its compounds. 


12 Proinde cote ("Itaque" Vg.). See on Act. 
11,17. Lefévre put Quare. 


12 qui sibi videtur 6 Boxdv ("qui se existimat" 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 8,2. 


13 cepit &Angev (“apprehendat” Vg.). The Vul- 
gate use of the subjunctive corresponds more 
closely with kcraAóf in codd. F G. Possibly 
at some stage within the Latin tradition, appreben- 
dat was substituted for apprehendit, by the change 
of just one letter. Cf. Annot. The version of 
Lefévre was appraebendit, following the recom- 
mendation of Valla Annot. 


13 Sed fidelis est deus Miatds Bt ó Beds ("Fidelis 
autem deus est" late Vg. and many Vg. mss., 
with Vg*"; “Fidelis autem deus” some Vg. mss., 
with Vg“). See on Job. 1,26 for sed. The position 
of est is unaffected by the Greek text. Manetti 
had Potens est autem deus, evidently based on the 
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replacement of ric Tós by Buvarrós, as in many 
late mss. The rendering of Ambrosiaster and 
Lefévre was fidelis autem deus, omitting est, in 
company with some Vulgate mss. 


13 sinet &&oci ("patietur" Vg.). This change is 
consistent with Vulgate usage at several other 
passages, though Erasmus retains patior for &&co 
at Act. 27,32. Manetti and Lefèvre made the 
same substitution as Erasmus here. 


13 imo GAA ("sed" Vg.). See on Act. 19,2. 


13 vna cum owv ... xai (“etiam cum” late Vg.). 
See on Act. 1,22. The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosi- 
aster and Manetti placed etiam after tentatione. 
Lefévre put etiam in. 


13 euentum vv čkBaoiv (“prouentum” Vg.; 
"exitum" 1516). In Annot., Erasmus objects 
that prouentus is more appropriate to the natu- 
ral increase or growth of a plant. Lefévre put 
bonum ... exitum. 


13 quo Tot ("vt" Vg.). See on Rom. 1,13. 

13 sufferre STrepeveyxeiv ("sustinere" Vg.). This 
Greek spelling seems to have arisen as a misprint, 
as codd. 1, 3, 2105, 2815, 2817 have Urreveykeiv 
(cod. 2816 has &reveykeiv). In 1519 Annot., 
Erasmus accepted Urrepeveyxeiv without further 
rechecking of his mss. In rendering UTropépo 
at 1 Petr. 2,19, he makes a similar substitution 
of suffero, but retains sustineo at 2 Tim. 3,11. 
Lefévre used the same word as Erasmus at the 
present passage. 

14 Quapropter &iórep. ("Propter quod” Vg.). 
See on Act. 10,29. Erasmus’ rendering is the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


14 dilecti &yoanntoi ( charissimi" Vg.). See on 
Act. 15,25. Manetti and Lefèvre also made this 
change. 


14 mei pou (^mihi" Vg.). See on Rom. 16,5. The 
same change was again made by Manetti and 
Lefévre. 


14 simulacrorum cultu ts eiócoAoAocrpias (“ido- 
lorum cultura" Vg.). Erasmus makes a similar 
substitution for idolorum seruitus at Gal. 5,20, 
for simulachrorum seruitus at Col. 3,5, and for 
idolorum cultus at 1 Petr. 4,3. See also on Rom. 
2,22; 1 Cor. 5,10. The spelling elSwAoAaTpias 
is used by codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2105, 2816, and the ending -Aarpíag is 
further attested by P“ N B C D* F G and 
many other mss. In codd. A D*" and many 
later mss., the word ends in -Aarpeias. Manetti 
had :do/atria, and Lefèvre idololatria. 
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Kpivate Oueis ó pnu. Tò rrorfüpi- 
ov Tfjg evAoyias à evAoyotpev, odyi 
Koivovía ToO olporos ToU XpicToU 
tori; Tov G&ptov öv KAdyev, oUyl 
Kowvavia ToU copaTos ToU XpicToU 
tori; Yöt els &pros, &v cópa, of 
TOÀAoÍ &cuev. of yàp madvtes k ToU 
vòs &prou peTÉyopev. 

18 BA&rere Tov '"lopajÀ katà oóp- 
Ka. oUyl oi éoBiovtes tas Oucías, koi- 
vovoi ToU OuocixoTnpíou cici; ti 
oUv pnu, ot: eiBoAóv ti got; À 
6T1 eiSwAdbuTév ti éomw; ZAN 
ott & OUer TH vn, Sanpoviois Ows, 
Kal où Ged. ot BAw 8 Uyas Kol- 
vooUs TOv Saipdveov yiverdar. ?!où 
Suvace trotipiov Kupiou mive, Kal 
TroTipiov Boipovícv. où Suvacb_e Tpa- 
TÉ;ns Kupíou peréyeiv, Kal Tparré- 
ns Scnpoviev. ZA mapağčnioŭuev 
Tov kKÜüpiov; Ut) ioxupórepoi aUroU 
&o pev; 
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iudicate vos quod dico. 'Poculum 
benedictionis, cui benedicimus, nonne 
communicatio sanguinis Christi est? 
Panis quem frangimus, nonne commu- 
nicatio corporis Christi est? ” Quo- 
niam vnus panis, vnum corpus multi 
sumus. Nam omnes ex eodem pane 
participamus. 

"Videte Israelem iuxta carnem. 
Nonne qui edunt victimas, partici- 
pes sacrarii sunt? Quid ergo dico, 
quod simulacrum aliquid sit? Aut 
quod simulacris immolatum aliquid 
sit? ?Non: verum illud dico, quod 
quae immolant gentes, daemoniis im- 
molant, et non deo. Nolim autem vos 
consortes daemoniorum esse. ?! Non 
potestis. poculum domini bibere, et 
poculum daemoniorum. Non potestis 
mensae domini participes esse, et men- 
sae daemoniorum. ?An prouocamus 
dominum? Num fortiores illo sumus? 


18 Israelem B-E: israel A | sacrarii C-E: altari 4 B | 19 simulacrum 4-C E: simulachrum D | 
prius sit B-E: est A | simulacris A-C E: simulachris D | alt. sit B-E: est A 


15 iudicate vos xpiverre Upeis (“vosipsi iudi- 
cate" late Vg.). The late Vulgate use of vosipsi 
was unnecessarily emphatic. Erasmus' render- 
ing follows the Greek word-order more literally. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 


15 quod 6 ("quae" Vg. 1527). The 1527 Vulgate's 
use of the plural, following the Froben Vulgate 
of 1514 (cf. que in the 1492 edition of Ambro- 
siaster), is unsupported by Greek mss. In putting 
quod, Erasmus’ translation is the same as the 


earlier Vulgate, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


16 Poculum tò ToTHpiov (“Calix” late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss., with Vg""). See on Job. 18,11. 


16 Panis tov &prov (“Et panis" Vg.) The 
added conjunction of the Vulgate has negligible 
support from Greek mss. See Annot. The version 
of Lefévre made the same correction as Erasmus. 
Ambrosiaster had Panem. 


16 communicatio (2nd.) «owcovia (“participatio” 
Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus objects to the Vulgate 
use of both communicatio and participatio to ren- 
der the same Greek word in different parts of 
this verse. His correction agrees with the wording 
of Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put communio in both 
places. 


16 Christi (2nd.) oU Xpic roO ("domini" Vg.). 
The Vulgate corresponds with ToU kupíou in 
codd. D* F G. Both Manetti and Lefévre made 


the same change as Erasmus. 


17 vnum ëv ("et vnum" late Vg.). The late Vul- 
gate conjunction lacks Greek ms. support. See 
Annot. This change produces agreement with 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


17 Nam omnes oi yàp Trávres (“omnes qui” 
late Vg. =Annot, lemma; "omnes quidem" 
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Vg. 1527 - cod. Sangermanensis, with Vg"; 
"omnesque" most Vg. mss, with Vg""). In 
using omnes quidem, the 1527 Vulgate column 
follows the 1514 Froben Vulgate (cf. the Froben 
1491 edition, in which the incorrect omnes qui 
de de vno could be a mistake for either omnes 
quidem de vno or omnes qui de vno). In 1522 
Annot., Erasmus seems to be of the opinion 
that ommes quidem was probably the original 
Vulgate reading, based on the same Greek text. 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre put omnes 
enim. 


17 ex èk (“de” Vg). See on Iob. 2,15. Lefèvre 
made the same change. 


17 eodem tot évés ("vno" Vg.). This change 
was for the sake of stylistic variety, in view of 
vnus panis earlier in the verse. The Vulgate is 
more literal and consistent here. 


17 pane &ptou (“pane et de vno calice" late 
Vg). The late Vulgate wording, which is the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster, was ultimately 
derived from an Old Latin source, and cor- 
responds with the addition of koi ToU évds 
toTnpiou in codd. F G°" (cf. also koi tod 
ToTnpíou in cod. D). See Annot. The ver- 
sion of Lefévre made the same correction as 
Erasmus. 


18 Israelem tov "loparjA (“israel” 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Iob. 1,31 for the declinable form of 
this name. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change. 


18 iuxta xat& (“secundum” Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 


18 victimas Tas 9ucias ("hostias" Vg.). A simi- 
lar substitution occurs at Eph. 5,2; Hebr. 7,27; 
8,3; 9,23; 10,12; 13,16, in accordance with 
Vulgate usage at Mc. 9,49. At three passages, 
Erasmus replaced hostia with sacrificium (Hebr. 
9,9; 10,5, 8). However, he sometimes retains 
hostia and sacrificium, and at Phil. 2,17 (1519) 
he uses hostia to replace sacrificium. 


18 sacrarii sunt ToO 0uc1ao Tnpiou eioi ("sunt 
altaris" Vg.; "altarii sunt" 1516-19). Erasmus is 
more literal as to the word-order. His substi- 
tution of sacrarii was first published in the 
separate Latin N.T. of 1521. For this word, see 
further on 1 Cor. 9,13. 

19 Quid ergo dico, quod ti otv gnu, ôT! ("Quid 
ergo? Dico quod" late Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus 
argues that the context requires a change in 
the late Vulgate punctuation. In attaching dico 
to ergo, he follows the earlier Vulgate and 


10,15 - 22 271 
Ambrosiaster. Both mss. of Manetti's version 
had Quid ego dico quod, while Lefévre put Quid 
igitur dico? quod. 

19 simulacrum aliquid sit (est: 1516)? Aut quod 
simulacris immolatum aliquid sit (est: 1516) etSo- 
Aóv ti éotiv; i| Sm elBwAdbuUTOV Ti bow 
(“idolis immolatum sit aliquid, aut quod idolum 
sit aliquid” Vg.). The Vulgate word-order reflects 
a Greek text which transposes eiSwAov and 
elSwAdbuTov, as in codd. N ^" B C*" D and 
a few later mss. Some mss., as in P“ N * AC*, 
wholly omit 511 eiSwAdv Tí éotiy, fj, apparently 
by an error of homoeoteleuton. Erasmus follows 
the text of cod. 2817, together with 1, 2816 and 
most other late mss. His codd. 2105 and 2815 
omitted Sti. For simulacrum, see on Act. 15,29; 
Rom. 2,22. Manetti had idolum aliquid sit aut 
quod idolis im(m)olatum sit aliquid, and Lefèvre 
idolum aliquid est, aut quod immolatum idolo 
aliquid est. 

20 Non: verum illud dico, quod &AN S11 ("Sed" 
Vg.). Erasmus expands the meaning, to connect 
this sentence with the earlier ti oŭv onu: of 
vs. 19 (though ¿llud refers to the statement 
which follows: see on Rom. 6,6). See Annot. 
The Vulgate rendering corresponds with the 
omission of 611 by codd. D F G. The version 
of Manetti put sed quod, and Lefévre Non. verum 
quod. 


20 Nolim ov 9£Xco ("Nolo" Vg.). See on vs. 1. 


20 consortes daemoniorum esse Kowwwvous TÕV 
Saipdveov yiveoBau ("socios fieri daemoni- 
orum" Vg.). The reading 8atuóvov came from 
cod. 2817, with little other ms. support. Nearly 
all mss. have 5aipovícov, as in codd. 1, 2105, 
2815, 2816. A similar substitution of consors 
occurs at Phm. 17; Hebr. 10,33, following Vul- 
gate usage at 2 Petr. 1,4. In Annot., Erasmus 
also suggests using participes (which would here 
have been more consistent with vs. 18), as 
in the version of Ambrosiaster; or communi- 
catores, as used by the Vulgate at 1 Petr. 5,1. 
The Vulgate use of fieri was a more literal ren- 
dering of yívec9on. Lefèvre had communicare 
daemonis. 

21 poculum (twice) mothpiov ("calicem" Vg.). 
See on Joh. 18,11. 

22 prouocamus wapatnAoUusv (“aemulamur” 
Vg.). See on Rom. 10,19, and Annot. The Vulgate 
rendering is listed in the Loca Obscura. Lefèvre 
put ad aemulationem prouocamus. 


22 Num yur (“Nunquid” Vg.). See on Job. 3,4. 


LB 713 


272 


STlávra por &Eeorw, GAA’ ov 
TavTa ouugépel. Trávra por &EeoTiv, 
GAN’ oU mávra olkoðope. ~~ pnbeis 
TÒ tauToU Cnteitw, GAAG TO ToU ETE 
pou ÉkacTos. 

Tay TÒ èv paKéAAw TrXAoUpe- 
vov, éo@fete’ unõèv d&vaxpivovtes, Bi 
Tv cuveíbnoiw. *% tot yàp Kupiou 
fj yi, kai tò mAüpoua attis. "ed 
Sé Tig kac? uðs TOv &miotwv, kai 
OéAeTeE mopeúveoðai, T&v TÒ mapatıðé- 
wevov Upiv, écOÍere, unõèv é&vakpívov- 
tes ià Thy ouveisno. 

?"E&y S tis Üpiv smy, ToUro 
eiSwAdbuTdév oTi, ut) écOÍere, Sr ke- 
vov Tov umnvücavra, kai Thy cuvei- 
Snow. tod yàp | kupiou fj yñ, Kal 
TO TATpwpa otis. ouveibnoi Sè 
Aéyco, ovyi Thv éautoŬ, GAA Thy 
ToU étépou. ivati yap [fj &Aeu8epía 
Mou Kpivetoa UTTd GAANS ouvEldtcEws; 


27 uv A-C E: uv D 
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5O0mnia mihi licent, at non om- 
nia conducunt. Omnia mihi licent, 
sed non omnia aedificant. Nemo 
quod suum est, quaerat, sed quisque 
quod alterius est. 

Omne quod in macello vendi- 
tur, edite: nihil interrogantes, propter 
conscientiam. — "Domini siquidem 
est terra, et plenitudo eius. 7" Quod 
si quis vocat vos infidelium, et vul- 
tis ire, quicquid apponitur vobis, 
edite: nihil interrogantes propter 
conscientiam. 

233 Quod si quis vobis dixerit, Hoc 
simulacris immolatum est: ne eda- 
tis propter illum qui indicauit, et 
propter | conscientiam. Domini si- 
quidem est terra, et plenitudo eius. 
? Porro conscientiam dico, non tuam, 
sed illius alterius. Cur enim libertas 
mea iudicatur ab alia conscientia? 


24 quaerat B-E: querat A | quisque quod alterius est B-E: quod alterius est vnusquisque 4 | 


27 quicquid B-E: omne quod A 


23 at &AN ("sed" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. This 
change is for the sake of variety, as Erasmus 
retains sed for &AA’ in the next sentence. 

23 conducunt ovuugépe (“expediunt” Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 6,12. Manetti and Lefévre had 
conferunt. 

24 quisque quod alterius est TÒ ToO. &répov 
éxaotos (“quod alterius" Vg.; “quod alterius 
est vnusquisque” 1516). The Vulgate reflects 
the omission of &kacos, as in P“ N A B 
C D* F G H and nineteen other mss. In 
cod. 2105, it is TO ToU mAnoíov &xacTos. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along- 
side codd. 1 and 2816, with D°" and almost 
500 later mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 2, pp. 262-5). In 1516 Annot., Erasmus 
inserts xai before tó in his citation of the text, 
with support from a few late mss., but not from 
any of those which he consulted at Basle. The 
word Exaotos has sometimes been regarded as 


a later scribal harmonisation with Phil. 2,4 
(where most mss. have rà Etépoov ÉkacTo;). 
Another possible explanation is that &ac-ros 
was once an integral part of the text, but that 
an early scribe considered that the present 
clause already possessed an implied subject in 
unes (or rather, in the opposite of unõeis), 
and therefore deleted &ac'Tos on the grounds 
of its imagined redundancy. Manetti put vnus- 
quisque id quod alterius, and Lefèvre quisque quod 
alterius. 


25 venditur twhoúpevov (“venit” Vg.). Erasmus 
makes this change to avoid confusion between 
venio (“come”) and veneo (“be sold”): see Annot. 
The version of Manetti changed quod ... venit 
to quae ... venduntur, while Lefèvre had quod ... 
venundatur, as in Valla Annot. 


25 edite toOlete (“manducate” Vg). See on 
Iob. 4,31. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had the 
same rendering as Erasmus. 
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26 siquidem yap (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion lacks Greek ms. support. In codd. N B 
C D FG and a few later mss., yóp is trans- 
posed after kupiov. Erasmus’ Greek word-order 
is supported by codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss., com- 
mencing with P“ A H. The version of Manetti 
began the sentence with Domini enim, and 
Lefévre with Nam domini. 


27 Quod si quis & Sé tis ("Si quis” Vg.). 
The Vulgate reflects the omission of 5é, as in 
3“ M A B D* FG and a few other mss. Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, in company 
with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as C D°" H and 
most later mss. The version of Manetti had Si 
quis vero, and Lefèvre Si quis autem. 


27 infidelium t&v &rriotwv (“infidelium ad 
coenam" late Vg.). The late Vulgate rendering, 
which probably arose by contamination from 
the Old Latin version, corresponds with the 
addition of eis Seitrvov in codd. D* F G. Both 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change as 
Erasmus. 


27 quicquid apponitur vobis mv TÒ mapati- 
@guevov úpřv ("omne quod vobis apponitur" 
Vg.; “omne quod apponitur vobis" 1516). For 
quicquid, see on loh. 4,14. Erasmus is more 
literal as to the word-order. Manetti and 
Lefévre had the same rendering as Erasmus’ 
1516 edition. 


27 edite toOiete ("manducate" Vg.). See on Job. 
4,31. Erasmus’ wording was the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


28 Quod si quis 'E&v St tis (“Si quis autem" 
Vg.). Cod. 2815 has ei for &&v, contrary to the 
testimony of most other mss. See on Rom. 2,25 
for quod. Lefévre put Si autem quispiam. 


28 vobis óyiv (Vg. omits). The Vulgate corre- 
sponds with the omission of piv in codd. 
F G. The version of Manetti put dixerit vobis, 
and Lefèvre vobis dicat, for dixerit. 


28 simulacris immolatum est el6o9Aó8uTÓv tots 
(“immolatum est idolis" late Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus commented that earlier copies of the 
Vulgate had immolatitium. See also on Act. 
15,29; Rom. 2,22. Manetti and Lefévre both 
had idolis im(m)olatum est. 


28 ne edatis uf) &o9(ere. ("nolite manducare" 
Vg.). By a misprint, the 1527 Vulgate column 
substituted manducate for manducare. See on 
Rom. 11,18 for ne, and on Job. 4,31 for the 
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removal of manduco. Manetti put ne comedatis, 
and Lefévre nolite edere. 


28 qui indicauit Tov pnvioavta (“qui iudica- 
uit" Annot., lemma). The false reading, qué 
iudicauit, of which Erasmus complained in 
Annot., also occurs in both mss. of Manetti’s 
version. Erasmus’ correction agreed with most 
Vulgate mss., the 1527 Vulgate column, and 


Lefevre (both columns). 


28 Domini ... eius TOU ... autiis (Vg. omits). 
The Vulgate omission is supported by (384) X 
A B C* DFG H* and forty-three other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 
1, 2105, 2816, with H^" and about 520 later 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 265-7). This sentence, which is a repetition 
of vs. 26, causes a difficulty of interpretation 
in the present context, because the words do 
not appear to offer a suitable justification of 
the preceding negative command (uh &c6íere). 
It would therefore be exegetically "convenient" 
to remove this passage, and to condemn it as 
a later scribal interpolation. However, if the 
sentence had originally been in the text at this 
point, the same exegetical problem could have 
provided an ancient editor with a strong motive 
for deleting these words, with the natural result 
that a number of subsequent copies would 
exhibit a shortened form of text. In Annot., 
Erasmus' explanation of this sentence is that 
Paul is referring to a hypothetical objector 
("sub alterius persona, velut obiicientis Paulo"), 
who uses the apostle's own words as a basis for 
questioning what was meant by ouvelSnors or 
"conscience". Manetti and Lefévre had the 
same rendering as Erasmus, except that they 
both put enim rather than siquidem, and Manetti 
also omitted etus. 


29 Porro conscientiam ouvelBnow 56 ("Conscien- 
tiam autem" Vg.). See on Job. 8,16, and Annot. 
29 illius alterius toŭ &répou (“alterius” Vg.). 
Erasmus wishes to emphasise the connection 
between &répou and the complainant of vs. 28: 
cf. Annot. The version of Manetti was eam que 
(= quae) est alterius. 


29 Cur ivari (“Vt quid" Vg.). See on Act. 7,26. 
Lefévre’s main rendering was just quid, but he 
retained vt quid in Comm. 


29 alia &ddns (“aliena” late Vg.). Erasmus’ 
rendering is more precise. His correction is 
in accordance with the earlier Vulgate and 
Ambrosiaster (1492): see Annot. 
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Mei S yò yxápıtı ueréqo, Ti 
PAaconuoUpa, UTmép oF yò 
eux apio TO; 

31l Eite otv èoðiere, eire vivete, 
elte Tl mote, Trávra eis S6Eav 
eoù motre. Vémpóckomor yi- 
veo@e, Kal “lovSaiois Kai “EAAN- 
ci, Kol Ti ékKAnoia ToU eot 


Bkabes xéydo  mávra mõ &pé- 
oKo, un Gnróv Tò égavroU oup- 
gépov, &AA& TO TÀv mTOoAAÓv, iva 
codoc1. 


1 Miunrai pou yiveoOe, Kabdrs 
K&yc) Xpiotov. 
PEravea è ÜOpüs, &SeAgoi, oti 


TÓvTa pou pépvnode: Kai Kabdos 
tTrapeSaxa — Ouiv, Tas trapadaceis 
KATÉXETE. 


5O£Ac Sè Suds Sevan Ómi mav- 
Tos óvBpós Å kepaAf, ó Xpiotds 
otr kepah Sè yuvamós, 6 ávüp: 
Kepa è Xpiotoŭ, ó eds. 

‘Tlas  &vhp mpooceuvyópevos, į 
TpopneUov, KATH xepoAfjs čxov, 


33 cuugspov A B C^ D E: cupgepwv C* 
11,2 peuvnc8e xoa B-E; kon peuvnoðe 4 


33 quaerens B-E: querens A 
11,2 instituta B-E: traditiones A 


30 Quod si ci Sé ("Si^ Vg.). Erasmus derives Sé 
from cod. 2817, with little other ms. support. 
The word remained in the Textus Receptus, and 
curiously the same reading has more recently 
been discovered in 39^. However, most other 
mss. have just ei. 


30 cur ti (“quid” Vg.). See on loh. 1,25. 


30 ob id mibi male dicitur, pro quo Bhacoqno0- 
pau, Ute oŭ ("blasphemor pro eo quod" Vg.). 
Erasmus expands the rendering for the sake of 
clarity. C£ Annot. For his removal of blasphemo, 
see on Act. 13,45. Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre put 
blasphemor pro quo. 


30 ego (2nd.) yw (Vg. omits). Erasmus is more 
literal here. The Vulgate omission does not 
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Quod si ego cum gratia participo, 
cur ob id mihi male dicitur, pro 
quo ego gratias ago? 

Siue igitur editis, siue bibitis, 
siue quid facitis, omnia in gloriam 
dei facite. *Tales estote, vt nullum 
praebeatis offendiculum, neque Iu- 
daeis, neque Graecis, neque ecclesiae 
dei: quemadmodum ego per om- 
nia omnibus placeo, non quaerens 


meam ipsius vtilitatem, sed mul- 
torum vt salui fiant. 

1 Imitatores mei estote, sicut 
et ego Christi. 

2Collaudo autem vos fratres, 


quod omnia mea memoria tenetis: 
et quemadmodum tradidi vobis, in- 
stituta tenetis. 

3Sed volo vos scire, quod om- 
nis viri caput, Christus est caput 
autem mulieris, vir: caput vero 
Christi, deus. 

^Omnis vir orans, aut prophe- 
tans, quicquam habens in capite, 


appear to reflect a Greek ms. variant, though 
in 1516 Annot. Erasmus omits tyw from 
his citation of the text, contrary to his Basle 
mss. 


31 igitur oGv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Iob. 6,62. 
Lefévre began the sentence with Proinde siue. 


31 editis &c8iere. (“manducatis” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 4,31. Erasmus’ rendering is the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put comeditis. 


31 siue (3rd.) etre (“vel aliud" Vg.). Erasmus 
makes the rendering of eive consistent with the 
earlier part of the sentence. The Vulgate addition 
of aliud does not enjoy Greek ms. support, and 
was probably inserted by way of explanation: 
see Annot. The correction made by Erasmus 
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agrees with the wording of Ambrosiaster, Ma- 
netti and Lefévre. 


32 Tales estote, vt nullum praebeatis offendiculum 
é&rrpóokorrot yívso8e ("Sine offensione estote" 
Vg.) A comparable substitution of tales, ut 
nemini sitis offendiculo for sine offensa occurs at 
Phil. 1,10. By this change, Erasmus made clear 
that the passage did not primarily refer to the 
avoidance of injury to a person's feelings, but 
that it meant that Christians should not lead 
others astray or cause obstacles to their faith. 
See Annot. 


32 neque Iudaeis, neque Graecis, neque xai 'louGaí- 
ois Kad "EAAnc1, Kai ("Iudaeis, et gentibus, et” 
late Vg. and some Vg. mss., with Vg""). Erasmus 
prefers neque, in connection with a negative 
command. The Vulgate leaves the first koi un- 
translated. For Graecis, see on Iob. 7,35; 1 Cor. 
1,23. See also Annot. The version of Ambrosiaster 
was iudeis et grecis et, and Lefèvre et iudaets et 
gentilibus et. 


33 quemadmodum Kobe (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre made the same change. 


33 ego Kk&yc ("et ego" Vg.). Erasmus’ omission 
of et is inaccurate, coinciding with the wording 
of Ambrosiaster (1492). 


33 meam ipsius vtilitatem 10 tuauToU cuppépov 
(“quod mihi vtile est" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 7,35, 
and Annot. Here Erasmus’ rendering is identical 
with that of Lefèvre. Manetti had vtilitatem 
meam. 


33 multorum Tò t&v ToAAGv (“quod multis" 
Vg.). Erasmus' simpler construction follows on 
from the previous change. See Annot. The ver- 
sion of Lefèvre again made the same substitution. 
Manetti put eam quae est multorum. 


11,1 et ego k&yco ("ego" Vg. 1527). The omission 
of et by the 1527 Vulgate column, following the 
Froben Vulgate of 1514, has little support from 
Greek mss. Erasmus’ rendering is in agreement 
with most copies of the Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre (both columns). 


2 Collaudo Emad) ("Laudo" Vg). See on 
Rom. 15,11. 


2 omnia tévta (“per omnia" late Vg). The 
late Vulgate addition does not have explicit 
support from Greek mss. See Annot. Erasmus’ 
correction gives the same wording as the earlier 
Vulgate and Ambrosiaster. The version of Lefévre 
had omnium. 
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2 mea pou ("mei" Vg... Erasmus, following 
Ambrosiaster, takes pou as a possessive genitive 
(with Tr&vra), whereas the Vulgate takes it as 
the object of uíuvno9e. Either rendering is 
possible. See Annot. The version of Lefèvre was 
quae mea sunt. 


2 memoria tenetis péuvnoðe ("memores estis" 
Vg.). Erasmus also uses this phrase to replace 
recordamini in rendering pvnpovevete at Mt. 
16,9. However, he retains memor sum at Le. 
17,32; Gal. 2,10; Col. 4,18; Hebr. 2,6; 2 Petr. 3,2; 
Iud. 17; Ap. Iob. 2,5, in rendering pvnpovevw 
and pipvioKopa. See Annot. The word-order 
Kal uéuvnoe (for péuvnode kai), in 1516, lacks 
Greek ms. support. In cod. 2815, kai is wholly 
omitted, in company with cod. A* and a few 
later mss. Erasmus’ version resembles that of 
Ambrosiaster, memoria retinetis. Manetti and 
Lefèvre both had meministis, translating the 
Greek aorist more literally. 


2 quemadmodum xac»; (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre made the same change. 


2 instituta tas Tapadaceis ("praecepta mea" 
Vg.; "traditiones" 1516). The spelling mapaðw- 
ctis, which is found in some mss. but not in 
those at Basle, may have been introduced into 
Erasmus' N.T. through an error of the typesetter. 
Most mss. have Tàs trapaddcers. At 2 Thess. 
3,6, cod. 2815 was responsible for Erasmus’ 
adoption of rrapáScoiv. He regarded praecepta, 
or "instructions", as too strong a word: see 
Annot., and see further on Act. 6,14. The Vulgate 
insertion of mea corresponds with the addi- 
tion of pou in codd. D* F G. Both Manetti 
and Lefévre had the same rendering as in Eras- 
mus’ 1516 edition: cf. also traditiones meas in 
Ambrosiaster. 


3 Sed volo Qé&Aw Sé ("Volo autem” Vg.). See 
on Job. 1,26. Lefévre began the sentence with 
Vos autem scire velim. 


4 aut Ñ (“vel” Vg. 1527). The rendering of the 
1527 Vulgate column follows the Froben Vulgate 
of 1514, and the same wording was also used 
by Manetti. See on Toh. 2,6. Erasmus’ version 
agreed with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster 
and Lefévre (both columns). 


4 quicquam babens in capite Kate KEQaAts Exwv 
(velato capite" Vg.). Erasmus' use of quicquam 
babens 1s more accurate, as the Greek phrase 
Éxco karé is to be distinguished from karaka- 
Aurrrouot, used in vss. 6-7. His explanation in 
Annot., however, might be understood as giving 
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KacraicxuUvei Thy kepo yv QÙTOŬ. 5 Tráca 
Sè yuv, rrpoceuxopévr fj TreognTevou- 
ca dkaroakaAUT TO Ti] kepaAfj, kaTa- 
oXUvEL Thy KepaAty EauTiis. Ëv yáp onl 
Kal TO advo TH Eup vévn. Sel yàp ot 
KATAKOAUTTTETAL yuv, Kal keipéoOc. 
ei 5& aicypóv yuvaiki TO Kelpacbal 
1j &up&c9on, karakañumtréoðw. 7 dviip 
èv yàp ovK opeider KkotraKaAUTrTeobat 
Thy Kepadty, elkcov Kal 56€a Beoŭ wm- 
é&pyov. yuvi Sè 866a é&v5pós éortiv. 
Sou yáp totiv dviip èk yuvoakós, GAAK 
yuvt) ££ &v6pós. kai yàp oux ExticOn 
vip Sik Trjv. yuvatika, &AA& yuvi Sià 
tov &v6pa. Sick roUro dpeirer Å | 
yuvi ouciav ëyxeiv etl tis KepaAtis, 
Bic Tous &yy£Aoug "Any otte dvip 
Xwpis yuvaikds, ote yuvr) xcpis &v- 
Spòs èv kupio. P dotrep yàp fj yuv èk 
TOU åvõpós, oŭTws kal ó åvħp Bik TÄS 
yuvaikóşs, Ta B& móávTa & ToU Oto. 


12 yuvn B-E: yv A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


probro afficit caput suum. ^Omnis 
vero mulier, orans aut prophetans 
non velato capite, dehonestat caput 
suum. Nam id perinde est pror- 
sus, ac si rasa esset. Etenim si 
non velatur mulier, etiam tondeatur. 
Quod si foedum est mulieri ton- 
deri aut radi, veletur. "Vir quidem 
non debet velare caput, quum is 
imago sit et gloria dei. At mulier, 
gloria viri est. *Non enim est 
vir ex muliere, sed mulier ex viro. 
?Neque enim conditus est vir pro- 
pter mulierem, sed mulier propter 
virum. "Propter hoc debet mulier 
potestatem habere in capite, propter 
angelos: | "alioqui neque vir abs- 
que muliere, neque mulier absque 
viro in domino. "Nam quemadmo- 
dum mulier ex viro est, ita et vir 
per mulierem, omnia vero ex deo. 


10 potestatem A C-E: potestatatem B | capite B-E: capite suo 4 


undue encouragement to the notion of clerical 
tonsure. Lefévre put velatum caput babens. 


4 probro afficit kaxtoicyuver (“deturpat” Vg.). 
Erasmus may have considered that the Vulgate 
word, which was infrequent in classical usage, 
did not adequately convey the sense of shame 
or reproach. In vs. 5, for the sake of variety, 
he replaces deturpat with debonestat, in rendering 
the same Greek verb. In a similar context, in 
vs. 14 of this chapter, he uses probrum to render 
étipla. Elsewhere he uses probro afficio in the 
sense of "insult", when rendering óveiGijo at 
1 Tim. 4,10; 1 Petr. 4,14. See Annot. The version 
of Lefévre was dedecori est. 


5 vero 56 (“autem” Vg.). Since this sentence 
contrasts the woman with the man, autem 
could satisfactorily have been retained. Erasmus, 
however, prefers a continuative sense, as the 
main verb and object are the same as in the 
previous sentence. For a similar reason, Lefévre 
put etiam. 


5 debonestat xacroao vei (deturpat" Vg.). See 
on vs. 4, Erasmus uses debonesto (“dishonour”) 
once elsewhere, in rendering à&tiyáčw at Rom. 
2,23. In Annot., he also suggests dedecorat or 
pudefacit. Lefèvre put dedecore afficit. 


5 Nam id perinde est prorsus, ac si £v yap tomi 
kai Td aùTtó ("Vnum enim est ac si” late Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 4,18 for perinde, and on Act. 5,4 
for prorsus. For nam, see on Iob. 3,34. See also 
Annot. In Valla Annot., the Vulgate lemma had 
vnum est enim atque idipsum si, though Valla 
complained that most Vulgate mss. omit idipsum 
(for Tò oT): his own preference was to make 
use of idem. Manetti put Vnum enim et idem 
est ac si, and Lefèvre Vnum enim est atque idem 
ac St. 


5 rasa esset ri) &&upnuévr ("decaluetur" Vg). 
Erasmus provides a more literal rendering here, 
and similarly replaces decaluari with radi in 
vs. 6. A problem with decaluo was that this verb 
did not exist in classical Latin usage, unlike the 
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related adjective, caluus, which meant "bald" or 
“shaven”. Cf. Annot. The version of Manetti 
accordingly had calua esset, and Lefèvre esset 
detonsa. 


6 Etenim yap (“Nam” Vg.). See on Rom. 3,7. 
Manetti began the sentence with Si enim, and 
Lefévre with si itaque. 


6 etiam Kai (late Vg. omits). The late Vulgate 


omission has little Greek ms. support. In Annot., 
Erasmus notes the earlier Vulgate reading, et. 


6 Quod si ei Sé ("Si vero” Vg.). See on Rom. 
2,25. In the present context, Sé clearly has an 
adversative sense, and is taken as such by 
Erasmus. The same change was made by Lefévre, 
while Manetti put Si autem. 


6 foedum est ola póv ("turpe est" Vg.). Erasmus 
retains turpis in rendering the other N.T. in- 
stances of aioypds and aicypdv, at 1 Cor. 
14,35; Eph. 5,12; Tit. 1,11. He may have felt that 
foedus was more suitable for referring to some- 
thing that was visually repulsive or disgraceful, 
as distinct from shameful words or deeds, 
though the two Latin words overlap in their 
range of connotation. 


6 radi £up&c9o ("decaluari" Vg.). See on vs. 5, 
and Annot. The suggestion of Valla Annot. was 
deradi, while Lefévre put abradi. 


6 veletur «ccroxaAuieréo0o (“velet caput suum" 
Vg.) The Vulgate rendering appears to be a 
harmonisation with KkotoKoAUTTec8ar Thv 
xepoMv in the following sentence. Erasmus is 
more accurate on this point. See Annot. The 
same change was made by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


7 caput thy Kepadny ("caput suum" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate addition is not explicitly 
supported by Greek mss. Erasmus' correction 
agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


7 quum is imago sit et gloria dei skow ... 
Urrápxov ("quoniam imago et gloria dei est” 
late Vg.). The causal sense of the Greek participle 
can equally be rendered by quum or quoniam. 
Erasmus adds a pronoun to make clear that the 
man, rather than the head, is the subject of the 
verb. For his occasional preference for an 
earlier position for sum, see on Rom. 2,27. 
Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre had the word-order 
cum sit imago ... dei, and Manetti cum imago ... 
dei sit. 

7 At mulier yuv 8€ (“mulier autem" Vg.). See 
on Job. 1,26. Lefèvre had mulier vero. 
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8 est vir ex muliere tot &viyp. & yuvaikós 
(*vir ex muliere est" Vg.). Erasmus' rendering 
follows the Greek word-order more exactly. Ma- 
netti and Lefévre made the same change. 

9 Neque enim «cà yàp ouk ("Etenim non" Vg.). 
Erasmus here avoids the combination of etenim 
with a negative, just as he prefers the idiomatic 
neque to et non elsewhere. 


9 conditus est trlo8n (“est creatus" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,25. Lefèvre put creatus est. 


10 Propter boc 81 ToT (“Ideo” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 13,6. Lefévre had Quapropter. 


10 potestatem &&£ouciav (“velamen” late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate substitution appears to have 
arisen as a simplification of the meaning, 
rather than through following a different Greek 
text. See Annot. The version adopted by Erasmus 
is the same as that of the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. 


10 in capite &ri tis kepaññs (“super caput 
suum et" late Vg.; “in capite suo" 1516). The 
late Vulgate addition of suum et does not receive 
Greek ms. support. Erasmus uses the preposition 
in to convey the meaning “on”, rather than 
merely “above” or "over". For other instances 
of the avoidance of super, cf. on Job. 7,44; Rom. 
9,28. Lefèvre made the same change as Erasmus’ 
1519 edition, while Manetti had super caput. 


11 alioqui wAHy ("Veruntamen" Vg.). In render- 
ing mÀf|v elsewhere, Erasmus replaces verun- 
lamen with attamen at Mt. 11,22; Phil. 3,16; 
4,14; with quanquam at Eph. 5,33; with quin- 
im(m)o at Lc. 6,35; with quin potius at Lc. 12,31; 
and with guin at Le. 19,27 (these last three 
instances, from Luke, all in 1519). At twelve 
other passages in the Gospels, Erasmus retains 
veruntamen for this Greek word. 

11 absque ywpis (“sine” Vg.). See on Rom. 
3,21. 

12 quemadmodum coTrep (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre made the same change. 

12 ex viro est èk ToU. &v6pós ("de viro" Vg.). 
See on Joh. 2,15 for ex. Erasmus adds a verb, 
for clarification. Manetti and Lefèvre both put 
ex viro, without est. 


12 vero 86 (“autem” Vg.). See on loh. 1,26. 
Erasmus avoids the more strongly adversative 
autem, perhaps on the logical grounds that Tà 
Tóávra includes both yuvń and åvńp, who 
form the subject of the earlier part of the 
sentence. 
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Biy (Oyiv attois kpivore, mpémov 
toti, yuvaika dkaToKkdéAuTTTov TŐ 
0gp TpootUyco80q; MA ovSE aT 
fj puois SiScoKe Up&s Óóm &vip piv 
àv kou&, etipia owt gon; yuvi 
St àv Kong, 566a attiis torv; oti 
fj kón &vri trep1BoAaiou Sédorar. 
EL Sé tis Sok @iAdverkos elvan, 
fiut; ToiaUTnv cuvigeav oUK Eyouev, 
oust oi &ixxAncioi ToU bot.  tTot- 
To È TapayyéAAwv oUk étrave, ÖT 
ouK el; TO Kpeittov, GAA’ eis TO ÑT- 
TOV Guvépyeo8e. irpdtov piv yàp 
cuvepyopévov Upav Ev Tij éxkAnoia, 


14 viro B-E: vir A | sit B-E: sit ipsi A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


PInter vos ipsos iudicate, num deco- 
rum est, mulierem non velatam deum 
orare? “An ne natura quidem ipsa 
hoc docet vos, quod viro quidem si 
comatus fuerit, probro sit? P Contra 
mulieri, si comata fuerit, gloriae sit? 
Eo quod coma pro velamine data sit. 
lé Caeterum si quis videtur conten- 
tiosus esse, nos huiusmodi consuetu- 
dinem non habemus, neque ecclesiae 
dei. "Illud tamen praecipiens, non 
laudo quod non in melius, sed in 
deterius conuenitis. Nam primum 
quidem, quum conuenitis in ecclesia, 


15 mulieri B-E: mulier A | sit? Eo B-E (exc. eo 


pro Eo B-E): sit illi A | 16 Caeterum B-E: Ceterum 4 | 17 praecipiens B-E: precipiens A 


13 Inter vos ipsos tv Upiv adtois ("Vos ipsi" 
Vg.). The Vulgate rendering corresponds with 
Oueis aùroi in cod. D, though this Greek 
variant might have originated by retranslation 
from a Latin source. See Annot. The wording 
used by Erasmus was anticipated by Manetti, 
while Valla Annot. and Lefèvre proposed Jn 
vobis ipsis. 

13 num decorum est p&rrov oti (“decet” Vg.). 
Erasmus adds mum, in accordance with Latin 
idiom, to express the negative response which 
the question implied. His use of decorum est is 
closer to the grammatical form of the Greek 
wording. However, he retains decet for tpétrov 
éotiv at Mt. 3,15, as well as for tpétrei at 
several other passages. Manetti had an decet, and 
Lefévre an decens est. 


13 deum orare 1€) eG Trpocelyecban (“orare 
deum" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order corresponds 
with Trpoceuxeotot TO Ged in codd. D F G. 
The version of Lefèvre made the same correction 
as Erasmus. Manetti put ad deum orare. 


14 An ne natura quidem ipsa À oùt auri) À 
qUcig ("Nec ipsa natura" Vg.). The Vulgate 
reflects the omission of ñ, as in PÉN ABC 
D* F G H and a few other mss. Erasmus fol- 
lows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by De" 
and also 1, 2105, 2816 and most other late mss. 
See Annot. If fj was the correct reading, some 
scribes might have wished to omit the word 


because they thought that it was made redundant 
by the following o08&. This combination of f| 
and oW&é does not elsewhere occur in the N.T. 
At 1 Thess. 2,19, the required meaning is conveyed 
by 4 otyi kaí (as found also at 1 Cor. 9,8, in 
most mss.). For the substitution of ze... quidem, 
see on Joh. 7,5. Valla Annot. proposed an nec 
(or an ne) ipsa quidem natura, Manetti’s rendering 
was Vel nonne ipsa natura, while Lefèvre put An 
non vero ipsa natura. 


14 hoc docet Bi8é0xe1 ("docet" Vg.). Erasmus is 
less literal here. The content of the teaching is 
sufficiently expressed by the following clause, 
quod ... probro sit. 


14 viro .. sit avip ... ata Eom ("vir ... est 
illi” Vg.; "vir ... sit ipsi" 1516). Erasmus alters 
the construction, to avoid the apparent ana- 
coluthon of the Greek wording. This use of 
viro was suggested in Valla Annot. The version 
of Lefévre solved the problem by placing vir 
quidem after si. Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre 
all put est ei for est illi, 


14 comatus fuerit xouã ("comam nutriat" Vg). 
A similar substitution occurs in the next verse. 
Erasmus finds a more natural Latin idiom to 
convey the sense of xopceo, which signifies the 
possession of long hair rather than a method 
by which the hair is “nourished”. See Annot. 
The proposed rendering of Valla Annot. and 
Lefévre was comatus est. 
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14 probro éctipia (“ignominia” Vg.). For Eras- 
mus’ use of the predicative dative, see on Rom. 
8,28. For his use of probrum in rendering 
xarratoxUvo, see on vs. 4, above. He prefers 
ignominia for &tipia at Rom. 9,21; 1 Cor. 15,43; 
2 Cor. 6,8, though at 2 Cor. 11,21 he has 
contumelia, in accordance with Vulgate usage 
at Rom. 9,21; 2 Tim. 2,20. Valla Annot. and 
Lefévre suggested dedecus. 


15 Contra mulieri ... sit yuvi, B ... aUTIs o Tiv 
(“mulier vero ... est illi" Vg; "Contra mulier 
... sit illi" 1516). Erasmus repeats his change of 
construction from vs. 14. For contra, see on Ioh. 
16,20. Erasmus prefers a stronger adversative 
sense for Sé in this instance, because of the 
direct contrast between man and woman with 
regard to the requirement for a head-covering. 
The word anrrijs is derived from cod. 2817, 
with little other ms. support. In codd. 1, 2105, 
2815, 2816 and nearly all other mss., the text 
has auTíj at this point. Valla Annot. proposed 
mulieri autem ... ei est. Manetti put Mulier autem 
-.. est ipsi, and Lefèvre mulier vero ... est ei. 


15 comata fuerit Kove ("comam nutriat" Vg.). 
See on vs. 14. Valla Annot. had comata, and 
Lefèvre comata est. 


15 gloriae 5ó&a (“gloria” Vg.). See on Rom. 
8,28, again, for the predicative dative. Valla 
Annot. suggested honori, and Lefèvre bonor. 


15 Eo quod 6n (“quoniam” Vg.; “quod” 1516). 
A similar substitution occurs at 1 Job. 3,9 
(1527), and also quia is replaced by eo quod at 
Gal. 2,11 (1519). Lefèvre had quia here. 


15 coma f Kdpn ("capilli" Vg.). In Annot., Eras- 
mus complains of the Vulgate inconsistency 
in using capilli for xóun but comam nutrio for 
xoué&c. His correction agrees with the word- 


ing of Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot., Manetti and 


Lefèvre. 


15 data sit 5£Boroa (“dati sunt ei” Vg. 1527; 
"ei dati sunt" Vg. mss). The 1527 Vulgate 
column follows the Froben edition of 1514. 
The Vulgate follows a Greek text adding avi, 
either before 5é6orai as in codd. C H, or 
after 6£borai as in codd. 2105 and 2816, with 
N A B. Both of these readings receive other 
ms. support. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with cod. 1 and also 38'$ D 
F G and most other mss. The question here 
is whether some scribes deleted orf as a su- 
perfluous repetition, or whether the fluctuating 
position of avi) in some of the mss. is an 
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indication that the word was a scribal inter- 
polation, prompted by the use of att? in the 
previous clause. The Vulgate plural follows on 
from the previous choice of capilli for kóyn. 
Ambrosiaster (1492) had data est ei, Valla Annot. 
data est illi, Manetti ei data est, and Lefévre just 
data est, omitting the pronoun. 


16 Caeterum si quis El 66 tis (“Si quis autem” 
Vg.). See on Act. 6,2. 


16 buiusmodi roid (“talem” Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 5,1. 


16 ecclesiae ai txxAnoicn (“ecclesia” late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate use of the sin- 
gular lacks Greek ms. support. See Annot. Both 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same correction. 


17 Illud totrro (“Hoc” Vg.). Erasmus under- 
stands toUto as relating to what follows 
rather than to the preceding discussion of 
head-coverings: see Annot., and for this usage 
of illud, see also on Rom. 6,6. 


17 tamen Št (“autem” Vg.). See on Iob. 1,26. 


17 praecipiens, non laudo TapayyéAAwv oUK 
érraivé) (praecipio, non laudans" Vg). The 
Vulgate reflects a Greek text having TapayyéA- 
Ao oti Erraivóv, as in codd. A C* and a few 
other mss. Other variants also exist. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, in company with 
N De F G, as well as 1, 2816"4 and most other 
mss. See Annot. The version of Manetti antici- 
pated this change, while Lefévre put admonens 
non laudo. 


18 Nam y&p (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
has little support from Greek mss. apart from 
Erasmus' cod. 2815. For similar omissions in 
translating pv yd&p, see on Act. 13,36. Ambro- 
siaster and Manetti began the sentence with 
Primum enim, omitting quidem. 


18 quum conuenitis ouvepyouévoov bud (“con- 
uenientibus vobis" Vg.) The Vulgate gives a 
more literal rendering. Erasmus avoided the 
ablative absolute construction, because of the 
need to use either vos or vobis shortly afterwards 
in rendering èv Upiv. Lefèvre put cum vos 
conuenitis. 


18 in ecclesia tv Ti exKAnoia (“in ecclesiam" 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate use of the accusative 
has little Greek ms. support. Erasmus derived 
ti from cod. 2817, with support from a few 
other late mss. Although most mss. omit the 
article here, the Textus Receptus continued to 
include it. Manetti had the same rendering as 
Erasmus. 
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éxoóc oylopata èv úv ÜTpytlv, 
Kal pépos Ti Tic T&UC. Sei yàp Kal 
aipéoeis èv Opiv elvan, fva oi Bókipo:, 
gavepol yéveovtot Ev Üyiv. 

2 Yuvepyou£vov otv Üpóv imi TÒ 
aÙTÓ, ovK oTi Kupiakóv Beimvov pa- 
yev.  ?fxacros yàp TÒ {iov Sei- 
Trvov TrpoAauBéáver ev TH paysiv, Kai 
és uiv Treva, ds St yedver. yh yàp 
oikias oùk yere eis TO éodielv Kai 
fj Tfj; ExkAnoias ToU Oe0t 
KaTaQpoveire, Kal KATAIOXÚVETE TOUS 
Lt) Éxovras; TÍ Opiv simo; éetraivécw 
Upds; £v Toute oUk tmowó.  ?tyo 
yàp TapéAopov aid ToU kupíou, 6 
Kal trapéSaxa piv, óÓri ó küpios 
"Inooüs àv Tfj vuxrl 7 mapediðoro, 
fAaPev prov — "kal süyapioTrjcas 


tively; 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


audio dissidia in vobis esse, et aliqua 
ex parte credo. Oportet enim et 
sectas in vobis esse, quo qui probati 
sunt, manifesti fiant inter vos. 

? [gitur quum conuenitis in eun- 
dem locum, non licet dominicam 
coenam edere, quod vnusquisque 
propriam coenam occupat in edendo. 
Et hic quidem esurit, ille vero ebrius 
est. Num sane domos non habetis 
ad edendum et bibendum? An eccle- 
siam dei contemnitis, et pudefacitis 
eos qui non habent? Quid vobis di- 
cam? Laudabo vos? In hoc non laudo. 
3 Ego enim accepi a domino, quod et 
tradidi vobis, quod dominus lesus, in 
ea nocte qua traditus est, accepit pa- 
nem: Pet postquam gratias egisset, 


21 mpoAappave A B-E: tpooħaupave: A* | 23 inoous B-E: inoous xpioros A 


20 coenam B-E; caenam A | 21 occupat 4’ B-E: occupet A* 


18 dissidia oyiopata (“scissuras” Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 1,10, and Annot. The versions of Ambro- 
siaster and Manetti had dissensiones, and Lefévre 
schismata. 


18 i» vobis esse èv Upiv UTrdpyev ("esse inter 
vos" late Vg.) The late Vulgate word-order 
corresponds with útrápyeiv év Upiv in codd. 
D* F G. The complete omission of inter vos in 
the earlier Vulgate has no justification from 
Greek mss. Cf. Annot. In Manetti and Lefèvre, 
inter vos was placed after audio. 


18 aliqua mı (Vg. omits). Again Erasmus is 
more precise. See Annot. This change was an- 
ticipated by Manetti. 

19 Oportet enim Sei yap (“Nam oportet" Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 9,10. Erasmus' wording is the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster. 


19 sectas odpéceis "haereses" Vg.). See on Act. 
5,17, and Annot. 


19 in vobis tv Oyiv (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission corresponds with the text of codd. D* 


F G. The version of Lefévre made the same 
change as Erasmus. In Manetti's rendering, 
inter vos was inserted after Nam oportet. 


19 quo iva (“vt et" Vg.). See on Rom. 1,13 for 
quo. The Vulgate insertion of et reflects the 
addition of Kai, as found in 339' B D* and 
a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, as well 
as N A C De" F G and most other mss. 
Cf. Annot. Both Manetti and Lefèvre had vt, 
omitting ef. 


19 inter vos èv Oyiv (“in vobis" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 15,24. Erasmus’ rendering agrees with that 
of Ambrosiaster. Manetti placed inter vos, am- 
biguously, before manifesti. 


20 Igitur quum conuenitis Duvepyousvov oUv 
Gudv (“Conuenientibus ergo vobis" Vg.). In 
the Vulgate rendering, the connection between 
conuenientibus and est (see below) is obscure. For 
greater clarity, Erasmus converts this into a 
temporal clause, as in vs. 18. For igitur, see on 
lob. 6,62. Lefèvre put Cum igitur conuenitis. 
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20 in eundem locum &ri TÒ aùTtó (“in vnum" 
Vg.). This change is in accordance with Vulgate 
usage at Act. 2,1 (in eodem loco). Erasmus further 
replaces in vnum with simul at Le. 17,35 (1519); 
1 Cor. 14,23 (1522), but retains in unum at 
Mt. 22,34; Act. 4,26. Cf. on 1 Cor. 7,5. Lefèvre 
put simul at the present passage. 


20 non licet ouk Eoi (“iam non est” Vg.). The 
Vulgate partly corresponds with oux £m in 
codd. D* F G, though &ri has the appearance 
of being a scribal error caused by leaving out 
the -c- from &cTi. Erasmus treats éot1 as the 
equivalent of €eo1. Manetti put zon contingit, 
and Lefèvre zon est amplius. 


20 edere gayciv (“manducare” Vg). See on 
Iob. 4,31. 

21 quod vnusquisque &ao vos yap ("Vnusquisque 
enim" Vg.). Erasmus’ use of quod (“because”) 
gives a less accurate rendering of ydp. Lefèvre 
put Nam quisque. 


21 propriam o iS10v ("suam" Vg.). See on Joh. 
1,11. This change produces agreement with the 
wording of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 
21 occupat vpoNappévat "praesumit" Vg.). The 
spelling rpooAapBóéver in 1516 was derived 
from cod. 2815, with support from cod. A and 
some later mss. The error was corrected in the 
1516 errata. See on Job. 12,35 for Erasmus’ use 
of occupo. Here he wishes to avoid the ambiguity 
of praesumo, which could mean either "eat 
beforehand" or "take for granted": see Annot. 
The version of Manetti had preoccupat, and 
Lefèvre anticipat. 


21 in edendo tv 16) paysv (“ad manducandum" 
Vg.). Erasmus is more accurate in using the 
ablative. For his avoidance of manduco, see on 
Iob. 4,31. See also Annot. In Ambrosiaster and 
Valla Annot., the rendering was in manducan- 
do, while Lefèvre put manducando without a 
preposition. 

21 hic.. ille Gs ... õş (“alius ... alius" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 14,5. Erasmus has the same rendering 
as Lefèvre. The version of Manetti was aliquis 
... aliquis. 

21 vero 5t ('autem" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,26. The 
same change was made by Manetti and Lefèvre. 
22 Num yf, “Nunquid” Vg.). See on Job. 3,4, 
and Annot. 

22 sane yao (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 


is unsupported by Greek mss. Both Manetti 
and Lefèvre put enim. 
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22 edendum TÒ toBiew "manducandum" Vg.). 
See on Job. 4,31. Erasmus has the same wording 
as Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


22 An f ("Aut" Vg.). Similar substitutions, in 
questions expecting a negative reply, occur at 
Mt. 7,9; 1 Cor. 9,6 (1516 only); 14,36. This 
change was also proposed by Valla Annot., 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


22. pudefacitis xorroroyuvete (“confunditis” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 5,5, and Annot. 


22 vobis dicam yiv cite ("dicam vobis" Vg.). 
The Vulgate reflects a Greek text having erro 
Ouiv, as in (B'$ N A B C DFG and a few 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816 and most 
other late mss. The same substitution was made 
by Manetti, while Lefèvre had igitur dico, ap- 
parently following a ms. which had the rare 
variant, ouv eftre. 


22 Laudabo trraivéow ("Laudo" Vg.). The Vul- 
gate use of the present tense reflects the substi- 
tution of &raivó,, as in 39/9 B F G. See Annot., 
where Erasmus also notes that Greek mss. place 
the question-mark after toUtw rather than 
after Wyds: this is true of codd. 1, 2815, 2816, 
2817. The use of Laudabo was also advocated 
by Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 


23 quod 611 "quoniam" Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 


23 lesus “Inoots ("noster lesus Christus” 
1522-35 Annot., lemma). The reading 'Inooüs 
XpicTós in 1516 was derived from cod. 2815, 
in company with only a few other late mss. The 
further addition of zoster recorded by Eras- 
mus is likewise lacking in Greek ms. support. 
His rendering agrees with the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


23 ea noce qua Tij vukTi Ñ (“qua nocte" Vg.). 
The Vulgate corresponds with 4 vukrí in codd. 
D* F G. Both Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same change as Erasmus. 


23 traditus est mapeSiSoTto ("tradebatur" Vg.). 
The Vulgate is more accurate on this occasion, 
in rendering the Greek imperfect tense. Erasmus’ 
alteration disregarded the distinction between 
TrapeSiSoto and trapéSuxa (perfect tense), 
used earlier in the same sentence. 

24 postquam gratias egisset ey apio ricas (“gra- 
tias agens" Vg.). Greek aorist. See Annot. The 
suggestion of Valla Annot. was cum gratias 
egisset. 
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ÉkAace, xai eire, Aéápere, p&yere: ToU- 
TÓ poU tot! TO cya TÒ ÜTmip tæv 
KAcysvov: ToUTo moite eis tùv | 
tuv &vápvnoiww. Bdcadtas Kal TÒ 
ToTHpiov peta TO Beitrvijoai, AÉyow, 
Totto Tò moTfpiov fj Kain 81081 
éotiv iv TH épó alporr ToUTo Tol- 
fire, dodKis Gv Trívmre, eis Thy &phw 
avapvnow. *%dodKis yap äv éoGinte 
Tov &prov tottov, kal TO moThpiov 
ToUTo trivnte, Tov Odvatov ToO kupi- 
ou KatayyéAAete, Gypis oU dv EAGn. 
7 Hote Ós dv odin Tov áprov ToUTov, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


fregit, ac dixit: Accipite, edite. Hoc 
meum est corpus, quod pro vo|bis 
frangitur, hoc facite in mei comme- 
morationem. Ad eundem modum 
et poculum, peracta coena, dicens: 
Hoc poculum nouum testamentum 
est in meo sanguine hoc facite, 
quotiescunque biberitis, in mei com- 
memorationem. % Ouotiescunque 
enim comederitis panem hunc, et 
de poculo hoc biberitis, mortem 
domini annunciatis, donec venerit. 
T]taque quisquis ederit panem hunc, 


24 cunv B-E: eunvwy A | 25 Seirrvnoa B-E: Bevrveicon A | 26 cdOn B-E: £A0rv A 


24 ac B-E: et A | 25 quotiescunque B-E (quotiescüque E) quotienscunque A | 26 Quoties- 


cunque B D E (Quotiescüque E): Quotienscunque 4, Quociescunque C | 
poculum A | annunciatis A C-E: annunciate B 


24 ac xai ("et" 1516 = Vg.). See on Joh. 1,25. 


24 edite o&yere ("et manducate" late Vg.). For 
manduco, see on Iob. 4,31. As pointed out in 
Annot., the added et of the late Vulgate has no 
basis in Greek mss. In the earlier Vulgate, the 
words Accipite et manducate were omitted, corre- 
sponding with the omission of Aófere pdryete 
in P“ ~N A B C* D FG 0199 and (possibly) 
about forty other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, and 
also C% and about 530 later mss. (see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 267-70, though 
since that work incorrectly states that codd. 
1 and 2815 omit Aáfere o&yere, the above 
statistics require further verification). The words 
Aófere pdryete have sometimes been explained 
as a harmonisation with Mt. 26,26. On the 
other hand, it can be observed that the pres- 
ent passage has several features which resemble 
the account given of the Lord's Supper in Lc. 
22,19-20, but which differ from Mt. 26,26-8. In 
particular, this applies to the phrases tò úttp 
Gudv and toto moeite els Thy uv óváp- 
vnciv here in vs. 24, and also &oovros ... 
ofuari in vs. 25, none of which is used in 
Matthew's account. This points to the possibi- 
lity that an ancient editor might have excised 
Aápere oéyere from this sentence in order to 
achieve a closer correspondence with Lc. 22,19, 
where these two words are not mentioned. 


de poculo B-E: 


Another example of such harmonisation be- 
tween the Gospel of Luke and the present pas- 
sage can be seen in the replacement of éud 
aîuarı by aipuari pou in P% A C and a few 
later mss., in vs. 25. With regard to the Latin 
translation, Valla Annot. substituted comedite, 
whereas Manetti and Lefèvre had manducate, all 
three of them omitting ef. 


2A meum est corpus pou tot: TO oa (“est 
corpus meum" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order 
lacks Greek ms. support, except that 33'6 has 
ic Tiv pou tò odya. In Annot., Erasmus cites 
mss. which omit tori, though all his Basle mss. 
contain it. Valla Annot. and Lefèvre proposed 
the same rendering as Erasmus. 


24 frangitur Khoopevov (“tradetur” late Vg. and 
many Vg. mss., with Vg"; cod. Sangermanensis 
omits, with Vg"), The late Vulgate may reflect 
a harmonisation with Lc. 22,19 (&156pevov). A 
few mss., commencing with 335 N* A B C*, 
omit xAcuevov. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, with 
N or Cr Der F G and most other mss. It has 
been alleged that the shorter text, which leaves 
TO únèp Ou&v without an accompanying par- 
ticiple, has the merit of being a lectio difficilior, 
and that the other variants are explanatory ad- 
ditions. In Annot., however, Erasmus suggested 
that the Vulgate might represent a deliberate 
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alteration of the meaning by those who found 
it "absurd" to think of Christ's body as being 
literally broken (“quod absurdum videretur 
frangi corpus”). In his Vbi Interpres Ausus Sit 
Aliquid Immutare, Erasmus further claimed, 
quite plausibly, that the substitution of tradetur 
was designed to avoid the appearance of contra- 
dicting the words of Job. 19,36 (rendered by the 
Vulgate as Os non comminuetis ex eo): cf. also Ex. 
12,46; Ps. 34,20. He also included this passage 
in the 1519-22 editions of the Loca Manifeste 
Deprauata. The same doctrinal considerations 
could also have motivated the omission of 
KA@pevov from a few mss. The rendering 
adopted by Erasmus had previously been used 
by Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. 


24 mei Thv èuńv (“meam” Vg). A similar 
substitution occurs in vs. 25, and also at Le. 
22,19 (1519), for the sake of clarity. See Annot. 
Again Erasmus’ rendering agreed with that of 
Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. 


25 Ad eundem modum woattws (“Similiter” 
Vg.). Elsewhere Erasmus occasionally substitutes 
consimiliter or itidem, in rendering the same 
Greek word. See on Rom. 8,26. However, in 
an identical context at Le. 22,20, he retained 
similiter. Manetti put Eodem modo. 


25 poculum ... Hoc poculum TO Trotipiov ... 
Totto Tò mothpiov ("calicem ... Hic calix" 
Vg.). See on Joh. 18,11, and Annot. This change 
partly resembles the wording of Ambrosiaster, 
who had calicem ... Hoc poculum. 


25 peracta coena peta TÒ Sertrvijoan (“postquam 
coenauit" Vg.). At Lc. 22,20, translating the 
same Greek phrase, Erasmus retains the more 
literal Vulgate rendering. The spelling Sertrvei- 
cai, in 1516, was a misprint. Lefèvre had postea 
quam cenatum est. 

25 biberitis wivnte (“bibetis” Vg.). Erasmus 
similarly substitutes the future perfect tense 
in vs. 26, in accordance with Vulgate usage 
in vs. 27. In 1516 Annot., he suggested bibitis 
or bibatis. Valla Annot. attributed biberitis to the 
Vulgate in the present verse, and complained 
of Latin mss. which substituted Pibitis, a reading 
which occurs in several mss. of the earlier 
Vulgate. Lefèvre likewise had biberitis. 


25 mei viv éuiv (“meam” Vg.). See on vs. 24. 
Erasmus' wording was the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 

26 comederitis toðinte (“manducabitis” Vg.). 
See on Zoh. 4,31, and also on biberitis in vs. 25, 
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above. Valla Annot. and Lefèvre both used 
manducaueritis. 


26 de poculo hoc Tò mothpiov ToUTo (“calicem” 
Vg.; "poculum hoc” 1516). For poculum, see on 
Iob. 18,11. A similar substitution of de poculo 
occurs in vs. 27, ignoring the distinction between 
TÒ TroTf|piov in vss. 26-7 and èk Tot trotnpiou 
in vs. 28. Elsewhere Erasmus is content to 
retain poculum as the direct object of bibo. The 
Vulgate reflects the omission of totto, as in 
codd. N * A B C* D* F G and a few later mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 396 N ^ Coe Door 
and most later mss. This textual divergence 
raises the issue of whether some scribes added 
10070 here so as to harmonise with the presence 
of toUtov after &prov, or whether other scribes 
deleted the word because they thought that it 
was repetitious. Cf. the omission of ToUTov by 
a few mss. in vs. 27. 

26 biberitis vrivryre ( bibetis" Vg.). See on vs. 25. 
Valla Annot. and Lefèvre made the same change. 


26 annunciatis «arroyy&AAets (annunciabitis" 


late Vg. and some Vg. mss.; “annunciate” 1519 


only). In Annot., Erasmus acknowledges that 
the Greek verb can be understood either as 
indicative or imperative, and that annunciabitis 
is one way of conveying the latter sense. 


26 venerit EAB ("veniat" Vg). See on Job. 
13,38, and also on vs. 25 above, for Erasmus’ 
use of the future perfect tense. 

27 quisquis ds &v ("quicunque" Vg.). See on Job. 
4,14. Elsewhere Erasmus generally treats quisquis 
and quicunque as interchangeable. At the present 
passage, having used quotiescunque in vs. 26, he 
prefers a word with a different suffix, for the 
sake of variety. 


27 ederit to8in (“manduacauerit” Vg.). See on 
Toh. 4,31. Erasmus has the same rendering as 
Ambrosiaster. 


27 hunc toUtov (omitted in Annot., lemma 
7 Vg. mss.). The omission of this word by the 
earlier Vulgate, and also by Lefévre's Vulgate 
column and the Froben Vulgate of 1491, re- 
ceives support from $“ N A B C D FG and 
a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 
cod. I4 and most later mss. See Annot. For a 
similar textual variation, see on vs. 26. The 
word bunc is added by the 1527 Vulgate column 
and the 1514 Froben Vulgate, as well as by the 
versions of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 
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Tj Tiv TO morüpiov ToU kupíou 


&va£ícos, ëvoyoşs Éécroi! ToU copa- 
tos Kal ofparog ToU Kupiou. 7 Soki- 
padétw è dvOpwtros éauTov, koi 


oUTws k ToU dptou éobiétw, koi 
ik ToU totnpiou mvéto. PÓ yàp 
éo8iov Kai tivev dvakios, kpípa 
éauT@ éodier Kai mive, pt) Sioxpi- 
væv TO cóua ToU Kupiou. 

9 Aik  ToUro èv uiv  moAAol 
&cOcvel;g Kal  &ppooTo, koi 
Móvrar ikavoi. ei yap &avrous 
Siexpivouev, oùk äv éxpivoueda. 
32 kpivópevoi &é, UTS kupiou mai- 
Sevdyeba, iva pt) oùv TH kócuo 
KarakptOGpuev. 

B“Oote, GSeApoi pou, ocuvtpyó- 
Mevor. eis TO @ayeiv, &AMjAous èk- 
Séxeobe. Mei Bé tis mev, èv olko 
éoOiétoo, iva uh eis Kpipa cuvép- 
xno9s. rà SE Aonrá, ws àv FAG, 
Siatagopai. 


KOI- 


27 de poculo B-E: poculum 4 | 


28 prius illo C-E: om. AB | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


aut biberit de poculo domini in- 
digne, reus erit corporis et san- 
guinis domini. 23 Probet autem 
homo se ipsum, et sic de pane 
illo edat, et de poculo illo bi- 
bat. ?Nam qui edit et bibit 
indigne, iudicium sibi ipsi edit 
et bibit, non diiudicans corpus 
domini. 

Propter hoc inter vos multi 
imbecilles et  inualidi, et dormi- 
unt multi. Etenim si nos ipsos 
diiudicassemus, haudquaquam  iudi- 
cati fuissemus. *At quum iudica- 
mur, a domino corripimur, ne cum 
mundo condemnemur. 

3]taque fratres mei, quum con- 
uenitis ad comedendum, alius alium 
expectate. “Quod si quis esurit, 
domi edat, ne ad condemnationem 
conueniatis. (Caetera vero, quum 
venero disponam. 


poculo B-E: calice A | 


alt. illo C-E: om. A B | 29 prius et D E: aut A-C | 34 condemnationem B-E: iudicium 4 | 


Caetera B-E; Cetera A 


27 aut fj (“et” late Vg.; “vel” Vg. mss.). The late 
Vulgate corresponds with the substitution of 
kai, as in cod. A and a few later mss. See on 
lob. 2,6. Erasmus has the same wording as 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 

27 de poculo tò mothpiov (“calicem” Vg.; “po- 
culum” 1516). See on vs. 26. Cod. 2815 adds 
‘toUTo, with little other ms. support. 

27 domini indigne toŭ  xupíou dva€iws. 
Cod. 2815 has dva€ies oU Kupíou, a variant 
which is cited by Erasmus in Annot., but in 
such a way as to make it appear that it oc- 
curs in vs. 29 rather than vs. 27. In cod. 2815, 
this reading occurs only in vs. 27. In vs. 29, the 
reading d&va§iws ToU kupíou occurs in only 
three late mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 2, pp. 270-3), none of which was consul- 
ted by Erasmus. In vs. 27, in codd. Ñ De 
and also cod. 1 and many other late mss., the 


text is lengthened to read ToU kupíou &vo£ícos 
TOU Kupíov. Erasmus’ text follows cod. 2817, 
together with 2105, 2816 and most other mss., 
commencing with $* A B C D*. 


27 oiparos. In omitting the article before this 
word, Erasmus' text follows cod. 2817, together 
with cod. 2105 and some other late mss. This 
omission continued to be exhibited in the 
Textus Receptus. Most mss. have ToU. aiparros, 
as in codd. 1, 2815, 2816. 


28 homo se ipsum &v8poymos &auóv (“se ipsum 
homo" Vg). The Vulgate word-order corre- 
sponds with éavróv &vOpormos, as in codd. 
C De" F G and a few other mss. Cod. 2815 
and a few other late mss. insert rpóyrov before 
&vOpcorros, possibly influenced by 1 Tim. 3,10 
(Soxipatéc@woav mpórov). The reading of 
cod. 2816 is &ao'ros éavróv. Lefèvre made the 
same change as Erasmus. 
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28 pane illo ... poculo illo toG &prou ... ToU 
ToTnpiou (“pane illo ... calice" Vg; "pane ... 
calice" 1516; “pane ... poculo" 1519). For pocu- 
lum, see on Iob. 18,11. In 1516-19, Erasmus 
omitted i//o, as being a too emphatic rendering 
of the Greek article. Then in 1522 he restored 
illo after pane, and also inserted it after pocu- 
lo. The added pronoun makes clear that this 
sentence continues to speak of the same bread 
and cup as in vss. 23-7. See Annot. The versions 
of Manetti and Lefèvre had pane .. calice, as 
in Erasmus’ 1516 edition, while Ambrosiaster 
had the same rendering as Erasmus’ edition of 
1519. 


29 Nam qui ó yép (“Qui enim" Vg). See 
on Job. 3,34. 


29 edit (twice) &cOicov ... obie ("manducat" 
Vg.). See on Job. 4,31. The same change was 
made by Lefévre. 


29 et (1st.) xai (“aut” 1516-22 Lat.). The use 
of aut in 1516-22 appears to be a harmonisation 
with vs. 27, unsupported by Greek mss. 


29 indigne &vaticos. See on d&va€los in vs. 27. 


29 sibi ipsi Sut ("sibi" Vg.). Erasmus prefers 
a more emphatic rendering of the Greek reflex- 
ive pronoun, consistent with the Vulgate use 
of se ipsum in the previous verse. See on Joh. 
11,55. His wording is the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster. 


30 Propter boc Mà toUto (“Ideo” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 13,6. Lefévre made the same change. 


30 imbecilles et inualidi &cOtvel; Kai &ppo- 
coi ("infirmi et imbecilles" late Vg. and many 
Vg. mss., with Vg""). See on Rom. 8,3 for im- 
becillis. Elsewhere Erasmus renders &ppao-tos 
by male valeo (Mt. 14,14), infirmus (Me. 6,5), 
aeger (Mc. 6,13), or aegrotus (Mc. 16,18). At 
the present passage, Lefévre put debiles sunt et 
infirmi. 

31 Etenim si ei yóáp (“Quod si” Vg). The 
Vulgate reflects a Greek variant, el 8&, as in 
P“ S* A B D F G and a few later mss. Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, suppor- 
ted by 1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss., 
commencing with N" C. See Annot., where 
he also suggests Si enim, a rendering which had 
previously been used by Manetti and Lefévre 
Comm. 


31 xos ipsos Exutows ("nosmet ipsos" Vg.) 
Cf. on Act. 14,17. Erasmus retains nosmet ipsos 
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only at 2 Thess. 3,9. Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same change here. 


31 diiudicassemus.... iudicati fuissemus Briexpivopev 
... ÉkpivóueBa: (diiudicaremus ... diiudicaremur" 
Vg. 1527). The 1527 Vulgate column follows 
the Froben Vulgate of 1514. The Vulgate imper- 
fect tense was more literally accurate, and more 
consistent with xpivéyevor in vs. 32, though 
the late Vulgate obscured the distinction between 
Sioxpives and kpivw. Lefèvre had discuteremus 
.. tudicaremur. 


31 haudquaquam ot« öv ("non vtique" Vg.). 
See on Joh. 18,30. Lefèvre had nequaquam. 

32 At quum iudicamur xpivopevor 66 ("Dum 
iudicamur autem" Vg.). Elsewhere, by contrast, 
Erasmus sometimes introduces dum in rendering 
the present participle: see on Rom. 1,20. For at, 
see on Job. 1,26. Manetti put Judicati vero, and 
Lefévre At iudicati. 


32 ne va ph ("vt non” Vg). See on Joh. 3,20. 


32 mundo 1 «óouc (“hoc mundo” Vg.). The 
Vulgate use of boc, though not the word-order, 
corresponds with TG Koopa ToUro in codd. 
(E) G. See on Rom. 3,6, and Annot. The versions 
of Manetti and Lefévre made the same correction 
as Erasmus. 


32 condemnemur xaroxpi&ósuev. (“damnemur” 
Vg.). See on Rom. 8,3. The same change was 
made by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


33 ad comedendum sis to payeiv ("ad mandu- 
candum" Vg.). See on Joh. 4,31. 


33 alius alium &d\dM ous (“inuicem” Vg.). See 
on Joh. 4,33. Lefèvre put vos inuicem. 


34 Quod si quis ei Sé mis (“Si quis" Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects the omission of 5é as in 
P“ N* A B C D* FG and a few later mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, in com- 
pany with 1, 2105, 2816, and also N°" Der 
and most later mss. The version of Manetti had 
Si quis vero, and Lefèvre si quis autem. 


34 edat toPiéto (“manducet” Vg.). See on 
Tob. 4,31. Lefèvre made the same change. 


34 ne iva uh ("vt non” Vg.). See on Zob. 3,20. 


34 ad condemnationem eis xpiva (“in iudici- 
um” Vg.; “ad iudicium” 1516). See on Rom. 
5,16 regarding ad, and for condemnatio, see on 
Iob. 3,19, and Annot. 


34 vero 5€ (“autem” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,26. The 
same change was made by Lefévre. 
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1 Tfepi 8&  TÓÀv  TrveuparTiKÓv, 

&SeApoi, où BAw was é&yvo- 
tiv. oiSate St: Hun fjre, mpóg Tà 
elSwAa Ta &pova, as av fyeobe &m- 
ayópevoi. 38160 yvoopifw úuïv Sti oU5- 
els iv Trvevpat: Geol AcAdyv, Aéyer | 
é&vóOsua 'InooUv: Kai ovdels Súvarar 
eitteiv küpiov "Incoüv, ei uf) £v Trvevua- 
TI &yíco. 

4 Aioapéctis BE xapicuérov eioi, TÒ 
SE avTo Trvetpa xoi Siaipgoeis Sia- 
Koviddv eioi, Kal ó attés kópios frai 
Siaipéceis Evepynuctoov eloiv, ó S& av- 
TOs bomi Beds, Ó Evepydov TH mrávra Ev 
Ti&oiv. 7éixcoto St SiSoTa1 ý pavépw- 
cis TOU TrveUaATOS Trpós TO cupgépov. 


12,2 0n A B E: on ote CD 


12,1 spiritualibus B-E: spiritalibus 4 


| 2 sequentes B-E: abducebamini Æ | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


1 Porro de spiritualibus fratres, 

nolo vos ignorare. —?Scitis 
quod gentes fuistis, et ad simulacra 
muta vtcunque ducebamini sequen- 
tes. *Quapropter notum vobis facio, 
quod nullus per spiritum dei lo | quens 
dicit anathema Iesum: et nemo potest 
dicere dominum lesum, nisi per spi- 
ritum sanctum. 

^Diuisiones autem donorum sunt, 
sed idem spiritus, ?et diuisiones mi- 
nisteriorum sunt, et idem dominus: 
Set diuisiones operationum sunt, sed 
idem est deus, efficiens omnia in om- 
nibus. ?Vnicuique vero datur mani- 
festatio spiritus ad id quod expedit. 


3 prius per 


spiritum B-E: in spirituzd | dominum B-E: domiuum 4 | per spiritum sanctum B-E: in spiritu 


sancto 4 | 6 efficiens B-E: operans A 


12,1 Porro de spiritualibus Viepi St Tov trveupa- 
TiK&v (“De spiritualibus autem” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 8,16. 


1 fratres, nolo vos ignorare &BeAqoi, où 0E 
Op&s &yvoeiv (“nolo vos ignorare, fratres" Vg.). 
The Vulgate word-order corresponds with the 
transposition of dSeAgoi after dyvoeiv in 
codd. D* F G. The version of Manetti made 
the same change as Erasmus, while Lefévre 
placed fratres after nolo. 


2 Scitis oiborre ("Scitis autem" late Vg.). The 
late Vulgate addition of autem has hardly any 
Greek ms. support. Erasmus’ correction agreed 
with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefévre. 


2 quod 511 ("quoniam cum" Vg). See on 
lob. 1,20 for the removal of quoniam. The 
Vulgate followed a text having Sti ôte, attes- 
ted by most Greek mss, commencing with 
N A B C D, and including codd. 2105 
and 2816. In 1516-19, Erasmus followed his 
codd. 2815 and 2817, with support from F G 
and some other mss, in reading ÖT, omit- 
ting Ste. In cod. 1 and a few other late mss., 
the wording is Ste, omitting óTi, and this 
was the text reflected by Manetti, who put 


just quando. In 1522-7, Erasmus adopted the 
better supported reading, 611 Ste, partly in- 
fluenced by the 1518 Aldine Bible, which here 
displays a degree of independence from Eras- 
mus’ earlier printed text. However, he did 
not revise his Latin translation. Then in 1535 
he reverted to &vi, omitting Ste, and this 
was the reading which remained in the Textus 
Receptus. One reason for Erasmus’ vacillation 
on this point is that, if 611 Ste is adopted, 
there appears to be no verb to accompany órt: 
see Annot. The version of Lefévre was quod 
cum. 


2 fuistis Tyre "essetis" Vg.). The Vulgate renders 
the Greek imperfect tense more accurately. Am- 
brosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre put eratis. 


2 et ad mpós ("ad" Vg.). The Vulgate is more 


literal here, as the Greek text does not contain 
a conjunction. 


2 utcunque cos &v (“prout” Vg.). Erasmus reserves 
prout for rendering xaOes and xaómi at six 
passages. Other instances of the removal of 
prout occur in vs. 11, below, and also at 2 Cor. 
5,10; 9,7; Eph. 3,4; 6,20: see ad locc. Manetti had 
quemadmodum, and Lefévre quo pacto, placed 
after eratis in both of these versions. 
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2 sequentes &mayópevoi (“euntes” Vg; "ab- 
ducebamini" 1516). Erasmus’ 1516 rendering 
was more literal. His substitution of sequentes, 
in 1519, was perhaps designed to avoid the 
repetitive sound of ducebamini abducebamini. 
Cf. Annot. The version of Manetti put allecti, 
and Lefèvre seducti. 

3 Quapropter 516 (“Ideo” Vg.) See on Act. 
10,29. Lefèvre made the same change. 


3 nullus oùels (“nemo” Vg.). See on Rom. 14,7. 
This change is aimed at varying the vocabulary, 
in view of the occurrence of nemo later in the 
verse. 


3 per spiritum ... per spiritum sanctum tv trveu- 
pot... èv mveúvpari &yíco (“in spiritu ... in 
spiritu sancto" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 
Manetti had spiritu ... in spiritu sancto, omitting 
the first in. 

3 lesum (1st.) InooUv ("Iesu" Vg.). The Vulgate 
rendering, which implies a Greek text having 
'"Inoo0, is supported by just two mss. (the 
bilinguals, codd. F and 629). Another variant 
is “lnoots, found in codd. N A B C and 
seventeen later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, supported by p“ D G and 
about 560 later mss, among which were 
1, 2105, 2816.9? (see Aland Die Paulinischen 
Briefe vol. 2, pp. 273-5). See Annot. The passage 
also appears in the Loca Manifeste Deprauata. An 
objection to the Vulgate wording was also 
raised by Valla Aznot. The version of Lefèvre 
had Thesum. 


3 dominum lesum Kipiov "Incoüv ("dominus 
Iesus" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects a Greek text 
having Küpios "Ingots, as in P“ N A B C and 
twenty-seven later mss. Erasmus again follows 
his codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 
2816 and also D F G and about 550 other 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 276-8). See Annot. The Vulgate wording was 
again criticised by Valla Annot. The change 
made by Erasmus agreed with the wording of 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti, and similarly Lefevre 
had dominum Ihesum. 


4 autem ... sed idem BE ... TÒ BE aùÙTÓ (“vero 
-.. idem autem” Vg.). Erasmus preferred a stron- 
ger adversative sense for the first instance of 
Sé. His substitution of autem for vero in turn 
prompted the further change from autem to sed, 
in the second part of the sentence, for the sake 
of stylistic variety. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre 
used autem ... idem autem, and Manetti autem 
.. idem vero. 
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4 donorum yapicu&rov (“gratiarum” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,11, and Annot. The same change was 
made by Lefévre. 


5 ministeriorum Siaxovi&v (“ministrationum” 
Vg.). A similar substitution occurs at 2 Cor. 
3,7-8 (1516 only), in accordance with Vulgate 
usage at most other passages. At 2 Cor. 3,7-8 
(1519), Erasmus substitutes administratio, but 
replaces administratio by ministerium at 2 Cor. 
4,1. The word ministratio is comparatively rare 
in classical usage. The wording of Erasmus 
was the same as that of Ambrosiaster and 
Manetti. 

5 et idem xoà ó adtds ("idem autem” Vg.). The 
Vulgate implies a Greek text having ó 86 adrrds, 
but this is supported only by a few late mss. 
Both Manetti and Lefèvre (text) made the same 
change as Erasmus; Lefévre Comm. had just 
idem. 

6 sed idem & 8 aùrtóş (“idem vero" Vg.). 
Erasmus’ rendering is consistent with his use 
of sed idem in vs. 4. Ambrosiaster and Manetti 
put idem autem. 


6 est tot: (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by p“ N* A C D F G and 
about 110 other mss, including 2105. In 
cod. B, &criv. is placed after évepydv. Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 
1, 2816 and also X" and about 460 later 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 278-81) Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same change. 

6 efficiens & tvepydv ("qui operatur" Vg. 
"operans" 1516) A similar substitution of 
e[ficio occurs in vs. 11 (1519). See on Rom. 7,5, 
and Annot. In leaving 6 untranslated, Erasmus 
is less precise than the Vulgate. 


7 vero Bé (“autem” Vg.). Since this instance of 
56 marks a progression in the sequence of 
thought, rather than a strong contrast, Erasmus 
no doubt considered that autem was less appro- 
priate. The same change was made by Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 

7 id quod expedit Tò cuyuqépov. "vtilitatem" 
Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus cites Jerome as the 
source of his wording, referring to Epist. 120, 
Ad Hedybiam (CSEL 55, p. 493), and Adv. 
louinianum Il, 23 (PL 23, 318 C). At several 
passages, Erasmus uses vtilitas in rendering 
SpEAOS, COMEAECD, COMEAEIA, CpEAivos and xph- 
cipos. For his treatment of cuugépo elsewhere, 
see on 1 Cor. 6,12; 7,35. 
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8 piv yap Sia ToU mveUparos Si- 
Sotal Adyos cogías, GAAwW Ge Aó- 
yos yvwoews, Kata TO aUTó TveUpoc 
%étéipw SE Trotis, iv Th aT tTrvev- 
pati GAAw Sè yapiopata iapérov, 
tv th aUrQ mvevpat VAA% BE 
évepytiwata Suvdyewv, GAAw 5E Trpo- 
grteia, GAAw Sè BioxKpices Trveugué- 
Tov, étépw è yévn yAwoody, GAAw 
Sè épunvela yAwoodv. “Vmdvta &è 
TaUTa évepyei TO Ëv Kal TO aÙTÒ 
TVv&Upa, BSiaipotv iðig &k&áoTo Kaos 


povera. 
12 Kaðámep yap TO oddpa ëv toti, 
Kai péAn Éye& mod, mávtra &è 


Tà géA ToU capatos ToU Évós, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


*Nam huic quidem per spiritum da- 
tur sermo sapientiae, alii vero sermo 
scientiae, secundum eundem spiritum: 
?alii vero fides per eundem spiritum: 
alii vero dona sanationum per eun- 
dem spiritum: ‘alii vero efficaciae 
potentiarum: alii vero prophetia, alii 
vero discretiones spirituum, alii vero 
genera linguarum, alii vero interpre- 
tatio linguarum. "Sed omnia haec 
efficit vnus ille et idem spiritus, di- 
uidens peculiariter vnicuique sicuti 
vult. 

2Quemadmodum enim corpus 
vnum est, et membra habet multa, 
omnia vero membra corporis vnius, 


9 prius per eundem spiritum B-E: in eodem spiritu A | alt. per eundem spiritum B-E: in eodem 


spiritu A | 11 efficit B-E: operatur A 


8 Nam buic quidem & uiv yap (“Alii quidem" 
Vg.). Erasmus is more accurate here: see on 
Act. 13,36. Manetti put Alicui enim, and Lefèvre 
huic etenim. 


8 vero 5€ (“autem” Vg.). In vss. 8-10, Erasmus 
renders 8€ by vero throughout. Cf. on 1 Cor. 
1,12. However, in vss. 9-10, where the Vulgate 
leaves 5€ untranslated, this may have been at 
least partly due to omission of this particle 
from several Greek mss. This change was in 
agreement with the rendering of Ambrosiaster. 
9 alii (1st.) &répco (“alteri” Vg.). The Vulgate 
seeks to distinguish between Etepos and &AAos 
in this verse, but Erasmus generally regards 
alter as more appropriate for referring to one 
or other of just two possible alternatives: see 
on Jof. 18,16. Erasmus’ wording is the same as 
that of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


9 vero (twice) € (Vg. omits). This double omis- 
sion by the Vulgate corresponds with the text 
of codd. D* F G. The first instance of 8é is 
additionally omitted by codd. N* B. Most 
other mss., commencing with 33/6 Na" A C, 
have & in both places. See also on vs. 8. Ma- 
netti put vero ... autem, and Lefèvre vero ... et. 

9 per eundem spiritum (1st.) iv TH arr Trvev- 
uai (“in eodem spiritu" 1516 = Vg.). See on 


Rom. 1,17. The article T6 is omitted in 1516 
Annot., without support from Erasmus’ Basle 
mss. 


9 dona yapiouata (“gratia” Vg.). The Vulgate 
use of the singular lacks Greek ms. support, 
and is probably only a matter of translation: 
cf. on operatio and discretio in vs. 10. See Annot. 
For Erasmus’ treatment of gratia elsewhere, see 
on Rom. 1,11. In cod. 2815, the clause &AAw 
SE tvepyfjuara Suvdpecov (vs. 10) is placed 
before GAAw Sè yapiopata, contrary to the 
word-order of most other mss. Here Lefèvre 
had the same rendering as Erasmus. 


9 sanationum iapérwv (“sanitatum” Vg.). See 
on Act. 4,22, and Annot. 


9 per eundem spiritum (2nd.) Èv và aÙT® mveo- 
uat (“in vno spiritu" Vg.; "in eodem spiritu" 
1516). The Vulgate reflects the replacement of 
aut by évi, as in codd. A B and a few later 
mss. The reading of P“ is just &v Td) Trveuparri, 
probably caused by accidental omission. The 
main textual issue here is whether aùt& was 
a harmonisation with the occurrence of the 
same phrase earlier in this verse, or whether 
évi (perhaps influenced by évi mveUpormi in 
vs. 13) arose from a misconceived attempt to 
remedy the defective, shorter text of mss. 
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such as 39 6. The variant évi seems less ap- 
plicable here, by comparison with vss. 12-14, 
which contain a series of contrasts between 
the one and the many. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, this time supported by $ Cr 
D 0201 as well as 1, 2105, 2816™8 and most 
later mss. See Annot. Both Manetti and Lefèvre 
had the same rendering as Erasmus' 1516 
edition. 


10 vero (five times) Sé (Vg. omits). As in vs. 9, 
these Vulgate omissions correspond with the 
text of cod. D*, with partial support from 
F G (1st.-4th. instances), P% B 0201 (2nd.-4th. 
instances), X * (4th. instance only). Erasmus’ 
Greek text follows cod. 2817, together with 
codd. 1, (2105), (2815), 2816, and also codd. 
A C, with partial support from P“ N F G 
(i.e. apart from the exceptions already noted) 
and from cod. B (ist. instance only). In cod. 
2105, &AXco Bt Epunvela yAwoodsy is omitted 
through homoeoteleuton; for the different word- 
order of cod. 2815, see on vs. 9 (xapionara). 
See also on vs. 8. Manetti had vero in the first 
instance, but otherwise made the same omissions 
as the Vulgate. Lefèvre had et ... autem ... vero 
o et EL 


10 efficaciae tvepyhuara (“operatio” Vg.). The 
Vulgate use of the singular corresponds with 
èvépysia in codd. D F G, but see on gratia 
in vs. 9. A similar substitution of efficacia oc- 
curs in rendering évépyeia at Eph. 1,19; 3,7; 
Phil. 3,21; Col. 1,29; 2 Thess. 2,11, though Eras- 
mus retains operatio for évépynua in vs. 6 of 
the present chapter, and for évépysia at Col. 
2,12; 2 Thess. 2,9. In rendering évépyeia at Eph. 
4,16, he replaces operatio by actus. See Annot. 
The version of Manetti put opera, and Lefèvre 
operationes. 


10 potentiarum Suvé&uecov ("virtutum" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,4. Usually, where Súvapıs is the 
equivalent of “miracle”, Erasmus retains virtus. 
Exceptions occur at 2 Cor. 12,12, where Eras- 
mus substitutes potentibus factis, and at 1 Cor. 
12,28-9, where he has potestates. At the present 
passage, Lefévre had potestatum. 


10 discretiones Svoplotis (“discretio” Vg.). Again 
the Vulgate substitutes singular for plural (see 
on gratia in vs.9), this time supported by 
codd. N C D* F G 0201 and a few other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along 
with 1, 2105, 2816 and also p“ A B D and 
most later mss. See Annot. The same change was 
made by Lefèvre. 
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10 linguarum (2nd.) yAwoody (“sermonum” 
Vg.). In Annot., following Valla Annot., Erasmus 
criticises the inconsistency of the Vulgate in 
translating the same Greek word by linguarum 
and sermonum in this verse. Lefévre again made 
the same change as Erasmus. 


11 Sed omnia baec mtévta 6$ tata ("Haec au- 
tem omnia" Vg.). For sed, see on Job. 1,26. The 
Vulgate word-order corresponds with tata 5é 
Tévra in codd. D F G. The versions of Am- 
brosiaster and Lefévre put omnia autem baec. 
11 efficit tvepyei (“operatur” 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Rom. 7,5, and Annot. 

11 vnus ille et idem TÒ Ev Kal TO ATS ("vnus 
atque idem” Vg.). Erasmus emphasises the mean- 
ing of the article Tó, as designating uniquely 
the Holy Spirit: see Annot. The version of 
Lefévre had vnus et idem. 

11 peculiariter vnicuique {Sig &&oroo (“singulis” 
Vg.). The Vulgate seems to reflect the omission 
of ibiq, as in P“ D* F G 0201", In adding 
this word, Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
N A B C D" and most later mss. See Annot. 
In Erasmus’ printed text, and also in codd. 
1, 2105, 2815, (2816), the spelling is i5ía, 
without subscript, but cod. 2817 has iota ad- 
script. The version of Manetti had propria 
unicuique. Lefèvre put accommodata vnicuique in 
his main text, but singillatim vnicuique in Comm. 


11 sicuti kac ("prout" Vg.). Erasmus makes 
a similar substitution of sicut in rendering cs 
at Eph. 6,20. He retains prout vultis for kabes 
O&Aere at Le. 6,31. See further on vs. 2, above. 
Manetti put cu, and Lefèvre quemadmodum. 


12 Quemadmodum Ko&é&rrep (“Sicut” Vg.). See 
on Rom, 4,6. Lefévre made the same change. 


12 vero Sé ("autem" Vg.). See on Iob. 1,26. 
Lefévre had tamen. 


12 vnius tot évds (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission is supported by 3*4 N* A B C 
F G and some other mss, with cod. 2105 
among them. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, together with 1 and 2816, as well as 
Nr D and most later mss. It has been sugges- 
ted that this was a scribal insertion. There is 
also the possibility that the words are authentic 
but were deleted by an ancient scribe or corrector 
who deemed them to be superfluous to the 
sense, because of the following phrase Ev ioi 
cóya. Manetti and Lefèvre both added vnius, 
though Lefèvre positioned it before corporis. 
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TTOAAY Óvra, Ev toti copa, obras koi 
6 Xpiotés. kai yap èv Evi rrveópuom 
dheis travtes eis EV opa £porrrícen- 
uev, &ire "louSoíioi, eire “EAAnves, cite 
SovAo1, eire EAeU8epor Kai TrávTeg els 
êv mveŭua éroríoOnuev. “kai yàp TÒ 
cóypga ovK Eotiv Ëv péos, AAAA TOAAG. 
Beay eim ó moús, St1 oùk eiui yelp, 
oÙKk eipi & TOU owpaTos: oÙ rrapà ToU- 
TO oUK ÉoTw èk ToU ocyparos; koi 
tàv emn TO ots, STI OUK cipi óg68oA- 
Uós, OUK eipi Ek TOU ccparros oU Trap 
TOUTO ouk ÉoTiv Ek ToU ompatos; "el 
ÖAov TO cóypa ógOoAuós, ToU f| &Kor); 
el dAov åkoh, Tro fj óogpnois; "vuvi 
BE ó Ocóg Beto T& EAN, ëv ExaoToV 
avtdéyv év TÀ capati, Kabds TOéAncev. 
Pei St fv Ta mrávra Ev u£Aos, trod TÒ 
cóyga; viv 5È TOAAG pév u£An, ëv 6E 
cóya. ? oj SUverra SE ó SpOaAyds ei- 
Tiv ti yepi, Xpeiav cou oùk Exo 1j 
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multa quum sint, vnum sunt corpus, 
sic et Christus. P Etenim per vnum 
spiritum nos omnes in vnum cor- 
pus baptizati sumus, siue Judaei, siue 
Graeci, siue serui, siue liberi: et omnes 
vnum spiritum hausimus. Etenim 
corpus non est vnum membrum, sed 
multa. "Si dicat pes, non sum manus, 
non sum de corpore: num idcirco non 
est de corpore? '*Et si dicat auris, non 
sum oculus, non sum de corpore: num 
ideo non est de corpore? "Si totum 
corpus oculus, vbi auditus? Si totum 
auditus, vbi olfactus? "9 Nunc autem 
deus posuit membra, vnumquodque 
singulatim in corpore, quemadmodum 
voluit. ? Quod si essent omnia vnum 
membrum, vbi corpus? ? Nunc autem 
multa quidem membra, vnum vero 
corpus. ?'At non potest oculus dicere 
manui, Non est mi|hi opus te: aut 


13 per vnum spiritum B-E: in vno spiritu 4 | tert. vnum B-E: in vnumA | hausimus B-E: poti 


sumus.A | 18 singulatim B-E: singillatim 4 


12 multa quum sint vvoXA& Svta ("cum sint 
multa" Vg.). Erasmus' rendering is closer to the 
Greek word-order. Lefévre put cum multa sint. 


12 vnum (2nd.) & ("vnum tamen" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate addition lacks Greek ms. sup- 
port. Erasmus' correction agrees with the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


12 sunt corpus toti o®pa ("corpus sunt" Vg.). 
The Vulgate word-order has little explicit support 
from Greek mss. The change made by Erasmus 
produces the same wording as that of Ambrosi- 
aster and Manetti, while Lefévre put corpus est. 


12 sic oGtws (“ita” Vg). See on Rom. 5,21. 
Erasmus' wording is in agreement with that of 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


13 per vnum spiritum &v &vi trveúpanı ("in vno 
spiritu" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 


13 nos omnes tyes Trávtes (“omnes nos" Vg.). 
The Vulgate word-order, again, has little support 
from Greek mss. Once more Erasmus has the 
same rendering as Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefévre. 


13 Graeci “EAAnves (“gentiles” Vg.). See on Job. 
12,20, and Annot. The Vulgate inconsistency in 
rendering this word was also criticised in Valla 
Annot. The more literal translation adopted by 
Erasmus was also used by Ambrosiaster. 


13 vnum spiritum (2nd.) els ëv TrveGua ("in vno 
spiritu" late Vg; "in vnum spiritum" 1516). 
Erasmus' 1516 edition gave a more literal ren- 
dering: see Annot. His omission of the prepo- 
sition in his revised version of 1519 was in 
line with the earlier Vulgate and Ambrosiaster, 
though these older translations were probably 
based on Greek mss. which omitted eis, as in 
P“ (A) B C* D* F G and some other mss., 
including cod. 2105. A possible theological 
objection to the shorter reading is that the 
idea of "drinking the Spirit" is not explicitly 
mentioned elsewhere in the N.T. In 1 Cor. 10,4, 
for example, the apostle connects the Tropa 
TveupariKÓv. ("spiritual drink") with Christ 
rather than the Holy Spirit. If the shorter 
reading were correct, it might be supposed that 
some scribes could have added sls in order to 
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remove this theological difficulty, and hence 
made use of the word-pattern offered by eis £v 
cóya in the first part of the verse. However, 
the inclusion of els raises exegetical problems 
of its own, because of the unusual combination 
of eis with trotiGa. Whereas the expression 
"baptize into Christ" is familiar from other 
passages, the concept of "drinking into the 
Spirit" may have appeared strange to some 
scribes, who consequently either deleted the 
preposition or converted the phrase into els ëv 
Tropa (“into one drink"), as in cod. 2815 and 
many other late mss. In this way, if eis &v 
TveUya was authentic, it provides an explanation 
for the origin of the other variants. Erasmus’ 
Greek text followed cod. 2817, supported by 
codd. 1 and 2816, with D" and most later mss. 
Both Valla Annot. and Lefèvre recommended 
in vnum spiritum. 


13 hausimus ErrovioOnuev (“potati sumus" Vg.; 
“poti sumus" 1516). A problem with the past 
participle of poto is that it can be understood 
in either a passive or an active sense, Further, 
in classical Latin, the participle tends to refer 
to excessive drinking, which would be inap- 
propriate in the present context. The meaning 
of the Greek verb here is "we have been (or 
were) caused to drink" or "it has been (or was) 
granted to us that we may drink". The rendering 
adopted by Erasmus in 1519, bausimus (“we 
have drunk deeply"), does not express quite the 
same sense. In Annot., he gives irrigo as an al- 
ternative verb: despite its unwanted ambiguities, 
Lefévre had made use of this word, putting 
irrigati sumus. 


14 Etenim xol y&p ("Nam et" Vg.). This change 
produced consistency with the rendering of the 
same Greek phrase in vs. 13. A similar substitu- 
tion occurs e.g. at 2 Cor. 5,4; 7,5; 1 Thess. 3,4; 
2 Thess. 3,10. Elsewhere Erasmus sometimes 
replaces etenim with nam et, as at 1 Cor. 5,7; 
1 Thess. 4,10. See further on Rom. 3,7. Manetti 
made the same change. 


15 dicat ny ("dixerit" Vg.) The same sub- 
stitution occurs in vs. 16, influenced by the 
present tense of the following question, ouk 
éotiv. Elsewhere, by contrast, Erasmus tends 
to use the future perfect tense quite freely. This 
change was also made by Lefévre, both here and 
in vs. 16. 


15 non sum (1st.) &r1 oux cipi ("quoniam non 
sum" Vg.) See on Job. 1,20. In vss. 15-16, 
Erasmus understands 671 merely as introducing 
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speech, and not as having any causal function. 
In both verses, Ambrosiaster and Lefévre put 
quia non sum, and Manetti quod non sum. 


15 idcirco wap Toro (“ideo” Vg.). See on 
lob. 9,41. This change is for stylistic variety, in 
view of Erasmus’ retention of ideo for rapi 
ToUTo in vs. 16. Lefèvre put propter boc in both 
places. 


16 dicat err (“dixerit” Vg.). See on vs. 15. 


16 non sum (lst) Óvi oùk cipi ("quoniam 
non sum” late Vg.). See on vs. 15, and on Zob. 
1,20. 


17 olfactus $4 6oopnois ("odoratus" Vg.). The 
Vulgate word, odoratus, has a double sense, as 
it can be either an adjective ("having an odour"), 
or a noun ("sense of smell"). By substituting 
olfactus, Erasmus eliminates this ambiguity. 
Lefévre made the same change. 


18 deus posuit 6 Beds EOero ("posuit deus” Vg.). 
The Vulgate word-order corresponds with &8ero 
6 Beds in 33 5. Erasmus’ correction agrees with 
the wording of Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 


18 singulatim aÙtõv (“eorum” Vg.). Erasmus 
is less accurate here. Elsewhere he generally 
reserves singulatim for rendering phrases such 
as kað’ ef; and Kad’ Eva. 


18 quemadmodum «ac; (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. The same change was made by 
Lefèvre. 


20 vero Sé (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 
Manetti had the same wording as Erasmus. 


21 At non potest où Buverai 8€ (“non potest 
autem” late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). See on 
Iob. 1,26. Some mss. of the earlier Vulgate 
omitted autem, corresponding with the omis- 
sion of 8€ in codd. A C F G and some other 
mss. 


21 Non est mibi opus te .. Non est mibi opus 
vobis Xpeiav aou oùk xw ... Xpeíav úv 
oOx Exoo ("Opera tua non indigeo ... Non estis 
mihi necessarii" Vg.) Erasmus gives a more 
consistent rendering of these similar Greek 
phrases: see Annot. In vs. 24, however, he pre- 
fers to use indigeo. For the removal of this verb, 
see further on Joh. 13,10. The use of juóv in 
1516-22, in place of óu&w, makes no sense in 
this context, and was undoubtedly a typesetter's 
error. Manetti put te non indigeo ... vobis non 
indigeo, and Lefèvre non es michi vsui ... vobis 
non egeo. 
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TéNv dj | kepah Toig moci, Xpei- 
av Opóv otk Éyco. PAAA TOM 
p&AAov Tà BokoUvra pén To co- 
patos  &oc8cvéoTepa Uirdpyelv, 
ayKai& tor Bai & SokoŬpev 
&tipdotepa elvar ToU owmpatos, ToU- 
TOIS Tiv  TrpiccoTÉpav  TrepiríOe- 
pev: Kod Tà Aoyrjpova dv evoyn- 
MocUvnv Tepicoorépav ëye. — "à 
5e evoytpova fjuóv, où ypeiav éyel. 
GAA? Ò Beds ouveképaoce TO ocóypa, 
TO  ÜoTspoUvri tepiocotéipav Sots 
Tuv, iva u^ fj oxylopa èv TH 
TOATI, àAA& TO avTd Ümip &XAü- 
Awv uepiuuvoi: T&à pén. Kal cite 
mrdéoyer Ëv péAos, ouptrcdoyer TrávTa 
Tà wéAn’ cite So0€dZeta ëv éAos, 
ovyxaiper Távra TÈ pén. "opes Bé 


2 
Qv- 
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rursum caput pedibus, Non est mihi 
opus vobis. “Imo multo potius, quae 
videntur membra corporis imbecilli- 
ora esse, necessaria sunt et quae 
putamus minus honesta esse corpo- 
ris, his honorem vberiorem apponi- 
mus: et indecora nostri, copiosiorem 
decorem habent. "Caeterum quae 
decora sunt nostri, non indigent: 
sed deus simul temperauit corpus, 
ei cui deerat, copiosiorem addens 
honorem, *ne sit dissidium in cor- 
pore, sed inuicem alia pro aliis ean- 
dem sollicitudinem gerant membra. 
?5Et siue patitur vnum membrum, 
simul patiuntur omnia membra: siue 
glorificatur vnum membrum, simul 
gaudent omnia membra. "Vos autem 


21 upov D E: nuov A-C | 26 prius site A B-E: ertai A* 


24 Caeterum B-E: Ceterum A | 
gaudent B-E: congaudent 4 


21 rursum név (“iterum” Vg.). See on Rom. 
15,10. Lefèvre had rursus. 

22 Imo &XA& ("Sed" Vg.). See on Act. 19,2. 
22 potius wa&AAov (“magis” Vg.). See on Act. 
20,35. In Annot., Erasmus indicates that he 
understands yaAAov as an intensification of 
&AA& (“quite the contrary”), rather than con- 
necting it with d&vayKoia to give the sense 
“more necessary”. 


22 imbecilliora do8eviotepa ("infirmiora" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 8,3. 


22 necessaria &vocykatia ("necessariora" Vg.). In 
Annot., Erasmus objects that the Greek word 
is not a comparative adjective. See also on 
potius, above, Manetti and Lefèvre made the 
same change. 


23 minus honesta &twpdtepa (“ignobiliora 
membra” Vg.). The Vulgate addition of membra 
corresponds with the addition of péàn after 
elvan in codd. D F G and a few later mss. In 
substituting minus bonesta, Erasmus wanted to 
use a word which had a linguistic connection 
with Ponorem, later in the sentence, so as to 


26 simul patiuntur C-E: compatiuntur 4 B | 


simul 


preserve the balance between &tipétepa and 
Tiuf|v: see Annot. The version of Lefèvre, less 
euphoniously, had inPonorabiliora. 


23 wberiorem wepiocoépav (“abundantiorem” 
Vg.). This change was inconsistent with Erasmus' 
use of copiosiorem later in this verse as well as 
in vs. 24. 


23 apponimus vspvrisuev ("circumdamus" Vg.). 
The Vulgate is more literal here. Elsewhere 
Erasmus uses appono mainly for tapatiénu. 
Manetti and Lefévre had circumponimus. 


23 indecora te &oytüiuova (“quae inhonesta 
sunt" Vg.). C£. on 1 Cor. 7,36, and Annot. The 
problem with inhonestus is that it could mean 
disreputable or degrading, and was therefore 
too strong a term for referring to aspects of the 
human body. Manetti and Lefévre both put 
quae turpia sunt, except that Lefévre positioned 
sunt after nostra. 


23 nostri fjucov (“nostra” Vg.). Erasmus’ use of 
the genitive, zostri, parallel with the previous 
references to corporis, helps to make clear that 
the apostle was still speaking of parts of the 
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body. À similar change occurs in vs. 24. In 
Annot., Erasmus cites nostri as the Vulgate 
reading. 


23 copiosiorem teepiocotépay (“abundantiorem” 
Vg.). See on veriorem, above. The same change 
occurs in vs. 24. 


23 decorem esoynuootvny (“honestatem” Vg.). 
Codd. 2105 and 2815 substituted civ, in 
company with a few other late mss. (In cod. 
2105, tiuny is placed after rrepiocoTépa, cor- 
responding with the Vulgate word-order). To 
avoid making the apostle appear to contradict 
himself, it is necessary for a translation to make 
clear that eVoynyoouvn, in the present context, 
relates to outward adornment or clothing, rather 
than physical appearance. Erasmus makes a 
comparable substitution of decorus for honestus 
in rendering eUoyrpoov in vs. 24. In his Parapbr. 
in Eleg. Laur. Vallae, ASD 1, 4, p. 243, ll. 981- 
989, Erasmus defines decor as "quaedam decentia 
rerum, personarumque in locis et temporibus". 
In the Elegantiae, IV, 15, Valla adds that the 
word relates to speech or action. By applying 
this term to clothing, Erasmus here introduces 
a wider connotation. Lefévre’s solution was to 
replace Ponestatem babent with ornantur venustate. 


24 Caeterum quae decora sunt TH BE eüoytuova 
(“Honesta autem” Vg.). See on Act. 6,2 for 
caeterum, and for decorus, see on 1 Cor. 7,35, and 
cf. also on indecorus in vs. 23, above. Ambrosias- 
ter put Quae autem bonesta sunt, Manetti Quae 
autem honesta, and Lefévre Venusta autem. 

24 nostri hydyv (“nostra” Vg.). See on vs. 23. 
24 non indigent où ypeiav éxei ("nullius egent" 
Vg.). Erasmus is more precise here: cf. on vs. 21, 
and Annot. This change was anticipated by 
Manetti. The version of Lefévre was nequaquam 
egent. 


24 simul temperauit ouvextpaoe (“temperauit” 
Vg.). Erasmus seeks to convey the added force 
of the Greek prefix, ouv-. See on Rom. 2,15. 
In Annot., he gives the literal meaning as con- 
temperauit, which had been adopted by Manetti 
and Lefévre. 


24 copiosiorem Trepiocotépav (“abundantiorem” 
Vg.). See on vs. 23. Ambrosiaster (1492) and 
Lefévre put ampliorem. 


24 addens Sous "tribuendo" Vg.). At Rom. 4,20 
(1519), by contrast, Erasmus changes do to tri- 
buo, in rendering 50Us 56€av. Manetti changed 
tribuendo bonorem to bonorem tribuens, while 
Lefèvre used largiens. 
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25 ne iver uh (“vt non" Vg.). See on Job. 3,20. 


25 dissidium oyioya (“schisma” Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 1,10, and Annot. The text adopted by 
Erasmus follows cod. 2817, supported by most 
other mss. In codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816", the 
word is plural, oxícuarro, as in $ D* F G and 
many other mss. The version of Manetti put 
dissensio, and Lefèvre discordia. 


25 inuicem alia pro aliis eandem sollicitudinem 
gerant TÒ aÙTÒ Umép HAAN Aw uepiuivooot (“in 
id ipsum pro inuicem sollicita sint" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate addition of iz lacks Greek ms. 
support. See on Job. 4,33 for Erasmus’ treatment 
of inuicem. His rendering of TO aùTò ... pepi- 
uvóci produces greater clarity. See Annot. In 
Valla Annot., the proposed rendering was idem 
mutuo curent, which Lefèvre converted into idem 
pro se inuicem curent. Manetti put ad id ipsum 
adinuicem sollicita sint. 


26 siue (1st.) etre ("si quid” Vg.). The Vulgate 
reflects a Greek variant, ef Ti, as in codd. B F 
G and a few other mss. The reading e&iroi in 
the 1516 text was a misprint, corrected in the 
errata. The version of Lefévre made the same 
change as Erasmus, but Manetti had sz quidem. 


26 simul patiuntur cuym&oy& ("compatiuntur" 
1516-19 = Vg). The revised rendering, simul 
patiuntur, was first published in the 1521 Latin 
N.T. For the use of simul, see on Rom. 2,15. In 
rendering the same Greek verb at Hebr. 10,34 
(1519), Erasmus replaced compatior by afflicti- 
onum particeps sum, and he further removed 
compatior at Hebr. 4,15; 5,2 (both in 1519). The 
word compatior does not occur in classical 
usage. Manetti put compatiantur, probably based 
on the variant ovprréoyn, as exhibited e.g. by 
codd. 2815, 2817". 


26 glorificatur 5o&£áteron (“gloriatur” Vg.). The 
Vulgate expression, meaning "boasts", could 
have originated as a scribal alteration of glori- 
ficatur, as suggested in the margin of 1519-35 
Annot. Hence Erasmus listed this passage among 
the Loca Manifeste Deprauata. His adoption of 
&lorificatur agrees with the wording of Ambrosias- 
ter and a suggestion of Lefévre Comm. Alterna- 
tives offered by Valla Annot. were clarificatur or 
honorificatur, of which the latter was adopted 
in Lefévre’s translation. Manetti had glorietur. 


26 simul gaudent ovyyaipe ("congaudent" 1516 
7 Vg.). Like compatior, congaudeo is not seen in 
classical authors, though Erasmus retains it at 
1 Cor. 13,6, and also uses it at Phil. 2,17-18. His 
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ote oópga XpicToU, Koi peAn èk pé- 
pous. ? kai ots pèv ÉOcro ó Beds Ev TH 
EKKANOIa, Tpdtov &rrooTóÓAous, Sev- 
TEPOV Trpogfiras, Tpitov SiSacKkdAous, 
étreita Buvópets, elta yapiovata ia- 
patov, avTiArwers, KUuBepvijoeis, yévn 
y^eccóv. Puh mdavtes dtrdctodot; 
Ut) Távres Trpogíjroi; uf) mrávTes Bi- 
5áckoAoi uf) mávTes Buváyeig; ph 
Travtes yapiopata Éyouciv iogi&row; 
uj TrávTes YAwooais AañoŬor pf) Tráv- 
tes BiepunveUouci;  ?!ZnAoUTe Bb Ta 
xapiopata Tà kpefrrova. Kal ëT: Kad’ 
UtrepBoaty 650v úpiv Seixvuyt. 


1 "Eàv rods yAcoocois Tv avOpa- 

Tov AdAd Kal TOv &yy£Aow, 
&yéármnv Sè ut exo, yéyova xaAkós 
fixGv, A kúuBañov dAadrdZov. | ?xoi 


29 alt. wavtes B-E; mavets A 
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estis corpus Christi, et membra ex 
parte. Et alios quidem posuit deus 
in ecclesia, primum apostolos, dein- 
de prophetas, tertio doctores, deinde 
potestates, deinde dona sanationum, 
subsidia, gubernationes, genera lingua- 
rum. ?Num omnes apostoli? Num 
omnes prophetae? Num omnes docto- 
res? Num omnes potestates? ? Num 
omnes dona habent sanationum? Num 
omnes linguis loquuntur? Num om- 
nes interpretantur? P'Sectemini vero 
dona potiora. Et adhuc his excellen- 
tiorem viam vobis ostendo. 


1 Si linguis hominum loquar et 

angelorum, charitatem autem 
non habeam, factus sum aes reso- 
nans, aut cymbalum | tinniens. ?Et 


28 primum B-E: primum quidem A | 31 his excellentiorem C-E: excellentem 4 B 


substitution of gaudeo at the present passage 
may be compared with his replacement of 
congratulamini mibi by gaudete mecum at Le. 
15,6, 9 (both in 1519). For his use of simul, see 
on Rom. 2,15. Manetti had the subjunctive, 
congaudeant, reflecting the variant ovyyaipn, 
as found in codd. 2815, 2817°". 


27 ex parte tk pépous ("de membro" Vg.). For 
ex, see on Joh. 2,15. The Vulgate corresponds 
with the reading èk péAous, in cod. D*. See 
Annot. The same change was advocated by Valla 
Annot., Manetti and Lefévre. 

28 alios quidem ots pév ("quosdam quidem" 
Vg.) This substitution is not necessarily an 
improvement, as it could be misunderstood 
as introducing a contrast with Vos in vs. 27. 
In Annot., Erasmus objected to the inaccurate 
rendering, suos quidem, proposed by Lefèvre. 
28 primum wpdrtov (“primo” Vg. 1527; “pri- 
mum quidem” 1516). The 1527 Vulgate column 
followed the Froben edition of 1514. The 
second quidem, used in 1516 only, was not 
supported by Greek mss. In 1519, Erasmus 


adopted the same wording as the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


28 deinde (1st.) SeUTepov (“secundo” Vg.). For 
other instances of the removal of secundo, see 
on Act. 10,15. 


28 potestates buv&peis "virtutes" Vg). See on 
vs. 10, above, and also on Rom. 1,4. Lefèvre 
made the same change. 


28 deinde (3rd.) elta ("exinde" late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). This change is in accordance 
with Vulgate usage at most other instances of 
elta. Erasmus makes no attempt to distinguish 
between efra and érreita in his rendering here. 
His Greek text follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other late 
mss. In a few mss., commencing with 38/6 N 
A B C, &rerrat is substituted for efta. Manetti 
anticipated the change which Erasmus made. 
Lefévre had postea. 


28 dona xapícucra (“gratias” Vg.) See on 
Rom. 1,11. The same substitution was made by 
Lefèvre. 
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28 sanationum iopdtov (“curationum” Vg.). 
The same change occurs in vs. 30. Erasmus 
perhaps wished to avoid curatio because this 
could refer merely to medical treatment without 
implying a successful outcome. See further on 
Act, 4,22. Manetti and Lefèvre, following Vulgate 
usage in vs. 9, put sanitatum. 

28 subsidia évtiAhyeis ("opitulationes" Vg.). 
The word opitulatio was comparatively rare in 
classical usage: cf. Annot., where Erasmus also 


suggests subuentiones, this being the rendering 
offered by Lefévre. 


28 linguarum yAwoody ("linguarum, interpre- 
tationes sermonum" late Vg.). The late Vulgate 
addition, which has minimal support from 
Greek mss., looks like a harmonisation with 
vs. 10. See Annot. In his Apolog. resp. Iac. Lop. 
Stun., ASD IX, 2, pp. 186-8, Il. 419-438, Erasmus 
challenged Stunica to produce manuscript evi- 
dence that the extra words were formerly part 
of the Greek text. The version of Lefévre made 
the same correction as Erasmus. 


29-30 Num (seven times) yt) ("Nunquid" Vg.). 
See on lob. 3,4. In vs. 29, the 1527 Vulgate 
column incorrectly has Nunquis instead of the 
third Nunquid. 


29 potestates Buvdpeis (“virtutes” Vg.). See on 
vs. 10, and also on Rom. 1,4. The same change 
was made by Lefévre. 


30 dona yapiopata (“gratiam” Vg.). The Vul- 
gate use of the singular is unsupported by 
Greek mss. For donum, see on Rom. 1,11. 
Lefèvre again made the same change. Manetti 
put gratias. 

30 sanationum \apatov (“curationum” Vg.). 
See on vs. 28. Lefévre put sanitatum. 


31 Sectemini CnAoUte (Aemulamini" Vg.). The 
verb aemulor was ambiguous, as it could be used 
in a good sense (e.g. "strive after") and also in 
a pejorative sense ("be jealous of"). At 1 Cor. 
14,1, inconsistently, Erasmus retains aemulor in 
a similar context. At 1 Cor. 14,39, he substitutes 
enitor in rendering the same Greek verb. Sector 
is more commonly used in rendering S1coKeo. 
In Annot. on the present passage, he also 
suggests mitamini. At 2 Cor. 11,2, he prefers 
zelotypus sum: cf. zelo commotus at Act. 17,5. 
Other substitutions for aemulor are inuideo at 
1 Cor. 13,4, inuidia motus sum at Act. 7,9 (1519), 
and ambio at Gal. 4,17 (1519). Cf. also on Rom. 
10,2 for the removal of aemulatio. Lefèvre had 
zelate here. 
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31 vero Bé ('autem" Vg). See on Job. 1,26. 
Lefèvre omitted autem, apparently following 
a ms. in which &é was lacking. This in turn 
led Erasmus to omit 8é in his citation of 
the passage in Annot., contrary to his Basle 
mss. 

31 dona rà yapícuara (“charismata” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,11, and Annot., where Erasmus 
objects that the Vulgate has merely transliterated 
the Greek word. Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same change. For Lefévre's word-order, see the 
following note. 


31 potiora Tà Kpeittova (“meliora” late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss.). A similar substitution of 
potior occurs at Hebr. 7,19 (1519), 22; 9,23; 
10,34; 11,35, though Erasmus elsewhere some- 
times retains melior. Some mss. of the earlier 
Vulgate have maiora, reflecting the substitution 
of te peiZova, as in 386 N A B C and twenty- 
nine other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, in company with 1, 2105, 2816, as 
well as D F G (which have xpeícoova or 
«píocova) and about 540 other mss. (see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 281-3). See 
Annot. The version of Lefévre had potiora dona 
for charismata meliora. 


31 bis exellentiorem «o9! úmepporńv (“ex- 
cellentiorem" Vg.; "excellentem" 1516-19). In 
1522, Erasmus restored the Vulgate use of the 
comparative adjective, but amplified the sense 
by adding Pis. See Annot. The version of Ma- 
netti put secundum excessum, and Lefévre per 
excellentiam. 


31 óyiv. This word was omitted by cod. 2815, 
in conflict with the testimony of most other 
mss. 


31 ostendo Šeikvupi (“demonstro” Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at Mc. 14,15, in accordance 
with Vulgate usage elsewhere, though Erasmus 
retains demonstro at Iob. 5,20. Lefévre put monstro 
at the present passage. 


13,1 aes xoAós ("velut aes" Vg.). The Vulgate 
addition of velut is not supported by Greek 
mss. See Annot., following Valla Annot. The 
same correction was made by Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


1 resonans }y&v (“sonans” Vg.). Erasmus also 
uses resono to translate ġxéw at Lc. 21,25. The 
verb resono better conveys the echoing sound 
of a brass gong when it is struck. Cf. Annot. 
This change agrees with the rendering of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 
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iàv fyc trpopnteiav, Kal dd Tà 
MuoTipia Trávra, Kal Tcov thy 
yvGciv, kal tv ëxw T&cav Tiv mi- 
oti, ote Ópr) us8ic Táveiw, &yámmv 
8E | uf Exc, oùðév cipi. Fkai àv 
youiow mévra Ta UTra&pyovT& you, 
Kal àv mapa TO odyc& pou iva 
KavOrjowpal, a&ydrny è ph Exo, 
ovdiv dpedotpar. — *fj &yámm pa- 
kpo8uue, yxypnoTeUerar f| &yómm ot 
GnAot ù c&yctrn ov treptrepeveTa, oU 
guoiottat, FovK &oynuove, oU Sn- 
Tei TH auts, oU mapo6Uveron, oU 
Aoyí&eroi TO kakóv, foU yalper imi 


13,2 ou8ev B-E: ovbev A 
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si habeam prophetiam, et nouerim 
mysteria omnia, omnemque scientiam: 
et si habeam omnem fidem, adeo vt 
montes loco dimoueam, cha|ritatem 
autem non habeam, nihil sum. ?Et si 
insumam in alimoniam omnes facul- 
tates meas, et si tradam corpus meum 
vt comburar, charitatem autem non 
habeam, nihil vtilitatis capio. *Chari- 
tas patiens est, benigna est: charitas 
non inuidet: charitas non est procax, 
non inflatur, *‘non est fastidiosa, non 
quaerit quae sua sunt, non irritatur, 
non cogitat malum, $non gaudet de 


13,2 omnemque B-E: et omnem A | omnem C-E: om. AB | 4 patiens B-E: longanimis A | 
5 quaerit B-E; querit A | irritatur 4-C: iritatur D E 


2 habeam (three times) yw (“habuero” Vg.). In 
substituting the present subjunctive for the 
future perfect tense, Erasmus is more literal, 
and more consistent with the use of loguar and 
babeam in vs. 1. He again has the same wording 
as Lefévre. The version of Ambrosiaster used 
babeam twice, retaining Pabuero before omnem 


fidem. 


2 omnemque «cà r&cav (“et omnem" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Joh. 1,39. 


2 omnem "oov (omitted in 1516-19 Lat.) 
The omission from the 1516-19 Latin rendering 
was probably inadvertent. 


2 adeo vt dorre (“ita vt" Vg.). See on Rom. 7,6. 
Lefèvre had just vt. 


2 loco dimoueam wehiotavelv (“transferam” Vg.). 
Erasmus elsewhere uses dimoxeo in rendering 
perakivé&o at Col. 1,23 (1519), and coeUo at 
2 Thess. 2,2. He retains transfero in rendering 
ueQío nui at Col. 1,13. Lefèvre put transferre 
valeam. 


2 oùõév. This spelling, which was introduced 
in 1519, occurs in cod. 2105 and also D* F G 
and some other mss. It was further adopted in 


the later printed editions of Beza and the 
Elzeviers. The reading oWOév in 1516 was sup- 
ported by codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 3, 2816 and most other mss., commencing 
with p“ N A B C Der, 


3 insumam in alimoniam ywpiow (“distribuero 
in cibos pauperum" Vg.). For the tense, see on 
habeam in vs. 2. In classical Latin, the word 
alimonia is comparatively rare, and has the 
meaning of food or nourishment, without the 
connotation of a charitable gift. If the latter 
were the desired sense, alimenta or alimenta 
pauperum might have conveyed this more ap- 
propriately. Cf. Annot. In Valla Annot., pouitwo 
is taken as the equivalent of conuerto or “change”. 
Lefèvre put iz cibos ... dispensem. 


3 omnes facultates meas TÓVTA TÒ UTTAPYOVTa 
pou. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus cited the text as 
Tà TrávTa pov, contrary to the testimony of 
codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816, 2817 and most other 
mss. 


3 tradam ... habeam mapaðð ... Exe (“tradidero 
... habuero" Vg.). Erasmus continues his use of 
the present subjunctive: see on habeam in vs. 2. 
Lefévre made the same change. 
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3 ut iva (“ita vt” late Vg.). The late Vulgate 
addition of ita is not based on Greek mss., and 
possibly arose as a harmonisation with the 
Vulgate use of ita vt in vs. 2. See Annot. The 
correction made by Erasmus agrees with the 
earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


3 comburar ka8tjocouoa (“ardeam” Vg.). Eras- 
mus prefers a verb which more closely matches 


the passive form of the Greek. In 1527 Annot., 
he discusses the variant Kovytjowpa (“[so 
that] I may glory”), cited in the margin of the 
Complutensian Polyglot and used in p“ N 
A B and five later mss. He took the view that 
this variant had arisen from the accidental 
change of a single letter, and that kav@tjowpat 
(“[so that] I may be burned”) was the genuine 
reading. A further potential souce of acciden- 
tal error is the fact that the verb kavyáopa: 
(“boast” or “glory”) occurs frequently elsewhere 
in the Epistles, so that it was liable to be sub- 
stituted here by scribes who were familiar with 
Pauline usage. A theoretical objection to kav- 
Əńowpar (or -oum) is that it might have 
been the more easily substituted in an age 
when scribes were accustomed to incidents of 
Christian martyrdom through burning. Others, 
however, have argued that kavytjowpan stands 
selfcondemned by its irrelevance to the context, 
while kavOtowpai (-opat) offers a fitting cli- 
max to the series of conditional statements in 
vss. 1-3. This may therefore be a further instance 
where the venerable antiquity of mss. such as 
PHN B does not guarantee their reliability as 
a basis for reconstruction of the N.T. text. The 
spelling which Erasmus gave in 1516 Annot. 
was kovOrjooual, attested by cod. 2817, together 
with C*4 D F G and about 300 other mss. The 
spelling kavðńowpa: which he used in his text 
has support from more than 270 other mss., 
including codd. 2105, 2815, 2816 (cf. Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 284-6). Manetti 
put ardeat, which occurs in some Vulgate mss., 
corresponding with either xoau9íj (found in 
cod. 1 and four other late mss.) or kau8ficeroa 
(found in six other late mss.). 

3 nibil vtilitatis capio oùõèv &xpeAoOpoa (“nihil 
mihi prodest" Vg.). Erasmus tries to keep closer 
to the Greek wording by using the first person, 
capio. Manetti had mibi proficio, and Lefèvre 
nichil iuuor. 


4 patiens est poxpobuuei ("longanimis est” 1516). 
In 1516, a similar substitution of longanimis 
(sum) for patiens sum occurs at 1 Thess. 5,14; 
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Tac. 5,7; and also for patientiam habeo at Mt. 
18,26, 29; Lc. 18,7; for patienter ago at 2 Petr. 
3,9; and for patienter fero at lac. 5,7, all in 
rendering the same Greek verb. In attemp- 
ting this more literal translation, Erasmus was 
using a word which did not exist in classical 
Latin literature. In 1519, he changed his mind, 
reverting to patiens sum at most of the above 
passages. An exception was at Jac. 5,7 (b), where 
he changed longanimis to patienter expectans, 
similarly patienter expecto was adopted in place 
of longanimiter expecto at Hebr. 6,15 (1519). 
The only passage where he kept patiens sum 
unchanged, from 1516 to 1535, was at lac. 5,8. 
The use of /onganimis at the present passage was 
suggested, with some diffidence, by Valla Annot. 
See also Annot. 


4 inuidet GAoi (“aemulatur” Vg.). Erasmus 
substitutes a verb having a more clearly pejora- 
tive sense, appropriate to the present context. 
Cf. on 1 Cor. 12,31. Lefévre made the same 
change. 


4 et procax vrepmrepeueron (“agit perperam" Vg.). 
Although the Vulgate word perperam outwardly 
resembles the Greek verb, the meaning is some- 
what different, as perperam ago means “act 
wrongly" whereas Treptrepevoucn has more to 
do with “boasting”. In Annot., Erasmus makes 
an etymological connection with the "Perperi 
fratres", or Cercopes, famed in mythology for 
their truculent or treacherous behaviour: see 
also Adag., LB VI, 422 D-423 C; ASD II, 1, 
pp. 292-3; ASD II, 4, pp. 110-11. Lefévre tried 
inconstanter agit. 


5 est fastidiosa &oynuovei (“est ambitiosa" Vg.). 
In Annot., Erasmus gives a more literal trans- 
lation, agit inhoneste, siue indecore, which was 
consistent with his use of imdecorus in render- 
ing the same Greek verb at 1 Cor. 7,36. This 
connotation of “dishonourable” or “shameful” 
behaviour is also indicated by the contexts 
where the related words &oxhucov and &oymuo- 
ovvn are used. However, in choosing fastidiosus, 
or “disdainful”, Erasmus gave preference to the 
interpretation offered by cod. 2817°"™, which 
refers to an unwillingness to perform some 
lowly but beneficial task: see Annot. The version 
of Lefévre was non turpe operatur. 


6 de &ní ("super" Vg.). A similar substitution 
occurs at Mc. 12,17. For Erasmus’ treatment of 
Xalpeo &rí elsewhere, see on Rom. 16,19. At the 
present passage, he has the same rendering as 
Lefèvre. 
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Tij abikig, ovyxaipe 5E rij &An8elor 
"Távra otéyel, Trávra Tiotevel, TÁV- 
ta Anie, mávta UTropéver. * 4 à&yá- 
Tj oWSétrote Extritrter. eive 58 Trpogn- 
Tea KatTapynénoovtTal, eire yAdoou 
TraUcovToi, eire yvócis karapyntos- 
Ton. ?Ék uépous yàp yivookopev, Kal 
èk pépous Trpopntevonev. Stav 5E 
EAO TO TEAEIOV, TOTE TO èk uépous 
KatapynOroeta. “Ste fjunv vitios, 
cs víymios EAdAouv, cs vijmios éppd- 
vouv, os viymos £Aoyijóunv. ote Bé 
ytyova &vüjp, Katipyn Té& ToU vri- 
ov. "pAérousv yàp &pti Sr éodtr- 
Tpou èv aiviyuati, tote È Tpóco- 
mov Trpós Trpóccoyrrov: pri yivacKkw 
ik pépous, Tote SE émryvmcoua Ka- 
Bas Kal Emeyvoc8nv. Bvuvi 8B péver 
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iniustitia, sed  congaudet veritati: 
"omnia suffert, omnia credit, om- 
nia sperat, omnia sustinet. *Chari- 
tas nunquam excidit: siue prophetiae 
abolebuntur, siue linguae cessabunt, 
siue scientia abolebitur. °Ex parte 
enim cognoscimus et ex parte pro- 
phetamus. "Ast vbi venerit quod 
perfectum est, tunc quod ex parte 
est, abolebitur. ! Quum essem puer, 
vt puer loquebar, vt puer sentiebam, 
vt puer cogitabam. At vbi factus 
sum vir, aboleui puerilia. Cerni- 
mus enim nunc per speculum in 
aenigmate, tunc autem facie ad fa- 
ciem: nunc cognosco ex parte, tunc 
vero cognoscam quemadmodum et 
cognitus sum. P Nunc autem manet 


9 yap A B-E: 8c A* | 11 xernpyrn ta CE: karnpynv karta A, xarnpyn kara B 


9 enim Æ B-E: autem A* | 12 facie B-E: faciem A 


6 iniustitia ti) &bwa (“iniquitate” late Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,29. Lefévre made the same 
change. Manetti had iniquitatem, as in the 
earlier Vulgate. 


6 sed congaudet ovyyaipe Sé ("congaudet 
autem" Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 


7 tATtiZer, mévtra úmopévet. Cod. 2815* has 
the word-order trroyvévet, rrávra ŁATiġe with 
little or no support from other Greek mss. 


8 siue (1st.) etre 5&. Erasmus follows the Vul- 
gate in leaving 8é untranslated. However, the 
Vulgate may reflect the omission of &é, as in 
P“ C* D* FG and a few other mss. The Greek 
text of Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 1, 2105, 2816, and also N A B 
C*r Der 048 and most later mss. See Annot. 
The versions of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefévre put síue autem. 


8 abolebuntur ... abolebitur «cvapyngtjcovroi 
-.. Kxrapynfjoeron (“euacuabuntur ... destru- 
etur" Vg). See on Rom. 6,6 for aboleo. The 


Vulgate use of two different verbs was incon- 
sistent. The adoption of aboleo was suggested, 
among other alternative renderings, by Valla 
Annot. The version of Lefèvre had tollentur ... 
auferetur. 


9 enim y&p (“autem” 1516 text). In 1516, 
Erasmus at first had &é, following codd. 2815 
and 2817, along with 1, 2816 and most other 
late mss., and hence substituted autem for enim. 
However, before publication, he decided to 
change 86 to yóp, and to reinstate enim, 
through entries in the errata for his 1516 
edition. The reading yóp is supported by 
P“ N A B D F G and some other mss., 
including codd. 69 and 2105. See Annot. Both 
Manetti and Lefévre put autem. 


10 Ast vbi Stav 5€ ("Cum autem" Vg). A 
similar substitution occurs in rendering Ste 
Bé at Gal. 1,15. The use of the less common 
form, ast, rather than at, was for the sake of 
stylistic variety, in view of the presence of 
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At vbi in vs. 11. Cf. on Job. 1,26 for the removal 
of autem. Other substitutions of obi for cum, 
in rendering Stay, occur at Mt. 13,32; Mc. 8,38; 
1 Cor. 16,3. See also on vs. 11, below. Manetti 
had Cum vero. 


10 tunc tote (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion is supported by 38:6 N A B D* F G and 
some other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, as well 
as D°" and most later mss. One suggested 
explanation of téte is that it was a later 
insertion for the sake of emphasis, answering 
to the use of Stav earlier in the sentence. The 
use of rav ... TÓT& (or róTe xod) is in fact 
a characteristic feature of the apostle's style. If 
the word was an authentic part of the text, 
some scribes might have deleted it on the 
grounds that it was superfluous to the sense, 
or it could have been accidentally omitted 
through an error of homoeoarcton (passing 
from Tó- at the beginning of téte to TÓ 
before & uépous). Cf. the omission of TÓTE 
before tov tAdoow by a few early mss. at 
Job. 2,10. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change as Erasmus. 


10 quod ex parte est, abolebitur tO èk uépous 
Korapyn8ricerai (““euacuabitur quod ex par- 
te est" Vg). The Vulgate corresponds with the 
text of codd. D (F G), which place karap- 
yn8njoeroa before 14. For aboleo, see on vs. 8 
and on Rom. 6,6. Lefèvre put quod ex parte est, 
auferetur. 


11 puer (four times) viymos (“paruulus” Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at Gal. 4,1, 3; 
Eph. 4,14. See on Rom. 2,20, and Annot. 


11 ot puer loquebar, vt puer sentiebam, vt puer 
cogitabam cs viyrios EAdAouv ... EAoyiGounv 
("loquebar vt paruulus, sapiebam vt paruulus, 
cogitabam vt paruulus” Vg.). The Vulgate word- 
order reflects a Greek text having tAdAouv as 
viyrios, Eppdvouv as viymios, EAoyiZopunv os 
viytrios, as found in codd. $ A B 048 and a 
few later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 396 
D (F G) and most other mss. For puer, see the 
previous note, and for sentio, see on Rom. 8,5. 
Lefévre had ot paruulus loquebar, vt paruulus 
sentiebam, vt paruulus cogitabam. 


11 At vbi Ste Sé ("Quando autem" late Vg.). 
For at, see on Job. 1,26. Erasmus does not 
elsewhere replace quando by vbi in rendering 
Ste, but more often substitutes guum, at nine 
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passages: see on Job. 9,14 for examples from the 
Gospels. At Gal. 1,15; 2,14, he substitutes vbi 
for cwm, in accordance with Vulgate usage at 
Gal. 4,4. Usually he retains quum (or cum). 
Manetti put Cum autem, and Lefèvre cum vero, 
at the present passage. 


11 aboleui puerilia xetiipyn Tà ToU. vytiou 
(“euacuaui quae erant paruuli" Vg.). The reading 
Karüpynv Kad, in 1516, seems to have been 
a misprint for KaTipynka Tá. The error could 
have arisen from the fact that, in cod. 2817, 
««Tüipyr comes at the end of one line, and 
xa Tå at the beginning of the next (with no 
hyphens, but a space between ka and Td), 
which should have been read as kathpynka 
Td, as in all the other Basle mss. In 1519, 
Erasmus corrected the error of spelling, but 
retained the incorrect word-division, as kocrr]pyn 
katé&. Then in 1522 he again found the read- 
ing katńpynv xará in the Aldine Bible, and 
wrongly assumed that it had been derived from 
Greek mss., whereas it is more probable that 
the 1518 Aldine edition had simply imitated 
his own first edition of 1516. In 1522 Annot., 
he suggested that the correct reading was either 
xathpynka tá (which had overwhelming sup- 
port from Greek mss.) or kcrüpynv Tá (a 
mere conjecture). The 1522 text adopted neither 
of these alternatives, but introduced a further 
error, karhpyn Tá, which remained in Erasmus’ 
subsequent editions without any justification 
from mss. For aboleo, see on vs. 8, and on Rom. 
6,6. In using puerilia, Erasmus is slightly less 
literal than the Vulgate, but expresses the mean- 
ing more vigorously. Lefèvre put abieci ea quae 
sunt paruult, 


12 Cernimus Bdttrouev (“Videmus” Vg). See 
on Rom. 8,24. 


12 enim y&p (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
corresponds with the text of codd. D* F G, 
with little other ms. support. Both Manetti and 
Lefévre made the same correction as Erasmus. 


12 vero 5€ (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. This 
change agreed with the wording of Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre. 


12 quemadmodum «aos (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre also made this change. 


13 manet éver ("manent" late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate use of the plural does not have explicit 
support from Greek mss. Erasmus in effect 
restores the earlier Vulgate reading. The same 
wording was adopted by Manetti. 
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Tío Tis, éAtris, &yatn, Ta Tpía tavta, 
peiGeov Sè toUTav f| &yámn. | 


1 Aiwokere Thy &yómmv, ónAoU- 

te St TÀ Trvevpatixd, pàAAov 
Sè iva TpognTeUnTe. 76 yap AaAdv 
yAwoson, oùk d&vOpartrois Andi, GAA 
TH gj ovSeis yap oue, mvs- 
pot: 88 AcAd  uvoTfüpia. 35 B 
TrpognreUov, &vOpoxrois AaAsi oiko- 
Sophy Kal TaapékAnciv Kai mapa- 
wubiav. fó AcAdv yAwoon, tautòv 
oikooopei- 6 SÈ Trpopnteveov, éxkAnoi- 
av olxoSopel. 0£Ac 5E Trávrag Upág 
AaAgiv yAÀcccots, n&AAov Sè iva mpo- 
QnrsUmnTe. pelGov yap ó Trpogntev- 
wv, 1j ó AoAGv yAdooas, ixrós ei 
pi) Siepunvevn, iva À | éxkAnoia 
oixoBoufiv Aáfm.  *vuvi Bé, S5eAqoi, 
àv ÉEAÓco Trpós Üg&g yAwooals Aq- 
Adv, Ti Upas ageAtiow; àv ur) Üyiv 
Aano 1| £v &troxaAvwe d iv yvo- 
gel 1| èv trpopnteia À èv Sida; 
7öuwoş Ta S&puya qoviv SðóvTa, 


13 Toutwv Æ B-E: Toviwv A* 
14,1 mveuparika B-E: Trvevpacrikac A 
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fides, spes, charitas, tria haec, sed 
maxima in his charitas. | 


1 Sectemini charitatem, aemule- 

mini spiritualia, magis tamen 
vt prophetetis.  ?Nam qui loquitur 
lingua, non hominibus loquitur, sed 
deo: nullus enim audit: spiritu vero 
loquitur mysteria. *Caeterum qui 
prophetat, hominibus loquitur aedifi- 
cationem et exhortationem et con- 
solationem. ‘Qui loquitur lingua, se 
ipsum aedificat: at qui prophetat, con- 
gregationem aedificat. ?Volo autem 
omnes vos loqui linguis, magis tamen 
vt prophetetis. Maior enim qui pro- 
phetat, quam qui loquitur linguis, nisi 
interpretetur, vt ec|clesia aedificatio- 
nem accipiat. $Nunc autem fratres, si 
veniam ad vos linguis loquens, quid 
vobis prodero, nisi vobis loquar aut 
per reuelationem aut per scientiam aut 
per prophetiam aut per doctrinam? 
"Quin et inanima, vocem reddentia 


13 haec B-E: hec A | maxima in his B-E: maior horum A 


14,1 spiritualia B-E: spiritalia Æ | 


3 Caeterum B-E: Ceterum 4 | 


aedificationem B-E: 


edificationem A | 4 prius aedificat B-E: edificat A | congregationem B-E: ecclesiam A | 
alt. aedificat B-E: edificat A | 5 tamen B-E: autem A | 6 per reuelationem B-E: in reuela- 
tione 4 | per scientiam B-E: in scientia Æ | per prophetiam B-E: in prophetia A | per 


doctrinam B-E: in doctrina A 


13 sed maxima weilwv 5é ("maior autem” Vg.; 
"sed maior" 1516). For sed, see on Job. 1,26. 
Other substitutions of superlative for compara- 
tive adjectives occur e.g. at Mt. 13,32; 18,1, 4 
(1519); 23,11 (1522). In 1516 Annot., Erasmus 
cited the text as &ÀA& pelZav, whereas codd. 
1, 2105, 2815, 2817 and most other mss. have 
usiGcov 8€ (cod. 2816 peïčov 56). Lefèvre put 
Maxima autem. 

13 in bis towtev ("horum" 1516 = late Vg.). 
In 1522 Annot., Erasmus explains that this 
change avoids a clash of gender, as borum 


(neuter) agrees with tria baec but conflicts 
with the feminine gender of fides spes and 
charitas. He further objected to the earlier 
Vulgate reading, his (unaccompanied by a 
preposition), as this would naturally be inter- 
preted as an ablative of comparison, giving 
rise to the paradox that charitas was “greater” 
than itself. Manetti, however, had adopted 
bis. 

13 charitas (2nd.) y &yémn (“est charitas" Vg.). 
The Vulgate addition of a verb is a legitimate 
clarification, though not explicitly supported 
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by Greek mss. The version of Lefévre substituted 
dilectio, omitting est. 

14,1 Sectemini ... aemulemini Aioovere ... GAoUTE 
Sé ("Sectamini ... aemulamini" Vg.). For Eras- 
mus’ use of the subjunctive here, see on Joh. 
6,27. He follows the Vulgate in leaving 8é (1st.) 
untranslated: cf. Annot. The version of Lefévre 
put Prosequamini ... Zelate, and both Manetti 


and Lefévre added autem at this point. 


1 tamen Sé (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 
Erasmus also adopts magis tamen at vs. 5 (1519). 
Lefèvre had magis vero for magis autem at the 
present passage. 

2 Nam qui 6 y&p ("Qui enim” Vg.). See on 
Ioh. 3,34. Lefèvre also made this change. 

2 nullus obSels ("nemo" Vg.). See on Rom. 14,7. 
The same change was again made by Lefévre. 
2 spiritu wveüyami ("Spiritus" late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.) The late Vulgate use of the 
nominative corresponds with tveUya in codd. 
F G. See Annot. The passage was assigned to the 
Loca Manifeste Deprauata. Erasmus’ correction 
produces agreement with the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


2 vero 5E (“autem” Vg). See on Job. 1,26. 
Lefévre put sed spiritu for spiritus autem. 


3 Caeterum 5 ("Nam" Vg). The Vulgate ren- 
dering receives only partial support from codd. 
F G, which substitute el yàp 6 for ó 5é. See 
Annot. The versions of Ambrosiaster and Manet- 
ti replaced Nam qui by Qui enim, while Lefévre 
had qui autem. 


3 loquitur hadi ("loquitur ad” late Vg.). The 
late Vulgate addition lacks explicit support 
from Greek mss. See Annot. The preposition 
was likewise omitted by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


4 se ipsum tauTóv ("semet ipsum" Vg.). Erasmus 
similarly removes semet e.g. at Rom. 1,24, 27; 
14,22, though elsewhere he quite often retains 
the word. His rendering is the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


4 at qui 6 S (“qui autem" Vg.). See on Job. 
1,26. In vs. 3, Erasmus preferred caeterum qui, 
for stylistic variety. 


4 congregationem txxAnaiav (“ecclesiam dei” 
late Vg.; "ecclesiam" 1516 = Vg. mss.). See on 
Act. 5,11 for congregatio. The late Vulgate corre- 
sponds with the addition of 9&oU in codd. F G. 
See Annot. The 1516 edition gave the same 
wording as the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 
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5 tamen 56 (“autem” 1516 = Vg.). See on vs. 1. 
Lefèvre put sed magis for magis autem. 

5 ut prophetetis iva mpoqryreun re (“prophetare” 
Vg.). The Vulgate use of the infinitive corre- 
sponds with mpognteve in cod. D*, which 
in turn probably originated as a retranslation 
from the Latin, at this point. The correction 
made by Erasmus agrees with the wording of 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


5 Maior enim usiGwov yap (“nam maior est" 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 9,10 for the substitution of 
enim. The Vulgate insertion of est corresponds 
with the addition of totiw by codd. F G, but 
once again the Latin reading probably arose 
just as a matter of translation and did not 
reflect any real difference of underlying Greek 
text. Ambrosiaster’s version had Maior est enim. 
5 nisi tros el ph (“nisi forte" late Vg.; "nisi 
forte vt" some Vg. mss., with Vg"; "nisi si forte 
vt" some Vg. mss., with Vg"). As pointed out 
in Annot., the Vulgate addition of forte lacks 
Greek ms. support. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre 
had the same wording as Erasmus, while Manetti 
put mist extra. 


5 BiepunveUr). Erasmus’ text here follows cod. 
2817, supported by PN A B D 048 0289%4 
and some later mss. In codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 
2816 and most other late mss., it is Siepumveuer. 


6 veniam Ow ("venero" Vg.). Erasmus, more 
logically, makes the tense match that of loquar 
later in the sentence. Lefévre made the same 
change. 


6 aut per reuelationem ... doctrinam Ñ tv &mo- 
kabet ... Sax (“aut in reuelatione aut in 
scientia aut in prophetia aut in doctrina" 1516 
= late Vg. and some Vg. mss., with Vg"" (d maior), 
For the use of per, see on Rom. 1,17. Lefèvre 
put vel in reuelatione, vel in cognitione, vel in 
prophetia, vel in doctrina. 


7 Quin et 6ucos ("Tamen" Vg.). See on Job. 8,17 
for quin. See also Annot., where Erasmus objects 
to Lefévre’s substitution of Perinde ac. 


7 inanima à &yuya (“quae sine anima sunt” 
Vg.). For the avoidance of sine, see on Iob. 8,7, 
and see also Annot. The version of Manetti had 
quae inanimata sunt, and Lefèvre just inanimata. 


7 reddentia SıSóvta (“dantia” Vg.). Possibly 
Erasmus wished to avoid the apparent strange- 
ness of "giving" a voice. He retains dederint for 
the same Greek verb later in the sentence. In 
place of vocem dantia, Manetti had et vocem 
dant, and Lefévre vocem emittentia. 
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tire. avAds, sire xií9ápao, àv SiacTo- 
Atv Trois g8Óyyois ut 8a, mÓs yvo- 
cOfjoerar TO oUAoUpevov i| TO kiBapi- 
Góusvov; *kol yàp t&v &5nAov poviv 
omy öğ, tis tapaoKevdcetar els 
TÓAsuov; Potts Kal Opes Sià TÄS 
y^econs àv uh e0onuov Aóyov Bó- 
TE, TrÓS yvoorjcerai TÒ AaAoUpsvov; 
Éoto0e yàp els &épa AoAoUvtes. | To- 
caüTa, el TUyol, yévn qcovóv éotiv 
tv kóc, Kal oUbtv aüTÓv Gpovov. 
"iy otv ur 50 thy SUvauw Tis 
Qovfjs, oomai TH AcAoUVTI péáppa- 
pos, Kal ó AaAdv, év uoi BapBapos. 
Zottws Kai wpeis, imei CnAwtal tote 
Trveunctoov, Trpós THY oikoSoutjv TS 
éxkAnoias ntete, iva trepiooeunte. 
PBBiórep ó AoAóv yAwoon, mpoo- 


euxécOo iva Biepunveug. “édv yap 


11 apud B-E: in. A | 12 quaerite B-E: querite A 


7 sonis vois p8dyyors (“sonituum” Vg.). Eras- 
mus is more literal here: see Annot. The version 
of Ambrosiaster had sonus, Manetti sonitibus, 
and Lefèvre phthongis. 


7 &&. Erasmus’ text follows cod. 2817, in 
company with cod. 2816 and many other mss., 
commencing with N A B D* F G. His codd. 
1, 2105, 2815, along with P“ D" 0289 and 
many later mss., had 8166. 

7 cognoscetur yvwo8ricerai (“scietur”  Vg.). 
Other substitutions of cognosco for scio occur 
at Mt. 16,8; 26,10; Lc. 1,18 (1519); 2 Cor. 2,4; 
Eph. 3,19, usually in the sense of “learn” or 
“recognise”. Cf. also on Joh. 1,33. In vs. 9, and 
also at 2 Cor. 3,2, Erasmus replaces scio by intel- 
ligo. The present change gives the same rendering 
as Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


7 quod tibia canitur aut cithara TÒ aùħoùwpevov 
fj TÒ xigapióuevov. (“id quod canitur aut 
quod citharizatur” late Vg.). Erasmus gives a 
more accurate rendering of aùàtw, and also 
has regard to the fact that citharizo is rarely 
used by classical Latin authors. Cf. Annot. His 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


siue tibia siue cithara, nisi distin- 
ctionem sonis dederint, quomodo 
cognoscetur quod tibia canitur aut 
cithara? *Etenim si incertam vo- 
cem tuba dederit, quis apparabitur 
ad bellum? °Sic et vos per linguam, 
nisi significantem sermonem dederi- 
tis, quomodo intelligetur quod dici- 
tur? Eritis enim in aerem loquentes. 
Tam multa, verbi gratia, genera vo- 
cum sunt in mundo, et nihil horum 
mutum. "Itaque si nesciero vim 
vocis, ero ei qui loquitur barbarus, 
et qui loquitur, apud me barbarus. 
?]taque et vos, quandoquidem secta- 
tores estis spirituum, ad aedificatio- 
nem ecclesiae quaerite, vt excellatis. 
PQuapropter qui loquitur lingua, 
oret vt interpretetur. “Nam si 


wording follows a suggestion of Valla Annot. 
The same rendering was also adopted by Lefévre, 
except that he put quid for quod. Manetti (Pal. 
Lat. 45) had quod tybia aut cythara sonatur. 


8 tuba dederit odATry& 6G (“det tuba” Vg.). 
Erasmus follows the Greek word-order more 
literally. His use of the future perfect tense is 
consistent with dederint in vs. 7 and dederitis in 


vs. 9. This change was anticipated by Manetti. 
Ambrosiaster (1492) had dederit tuba. 


8 apparabitur tapaoKevdoetai (“parabit se” 
Vg.). Erasmus prefers a passive sense, though 
the Vulgate gives a more accurate rendering of 
the Greek future middle tense. Cf. Annot. He 
elsewhere occasionally uses apparo for koouéc, 
Troiéw and karaokeváčw. Manetti had prepa- 
rabitur, and Lefèvre se accinget. 


9 Sic otrtws (“Ita” Vg.). See on Rom. 5,21. 
Lefèvre put Hunc in modum. 


9 significantem sŭonpov (“manifestum” Vg.). 
Erasmus drew his rendering from Ambrosiaster, 
taking the Greek word as the equivalent of 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS PRIMA 


“meaningful” rather than “clear”: see Annot. 
The version of Lefévre had aptum. 


9 intelligetur yvwoðhoera: (“scietur” Vg.). See 
on vs. 7, Manetti and Lefévre put cognoscetur. 


9 quod tó (“id quod” Vg. This change is 
consistent with Erasmus’ omission of id in 
vs. 7. The same alteration was made by Manetti, 
while Ambrosiaster (1492) and Lefévre adopted 
quid. 

9 aerem &épa (“aera” Vg.). Both forms of the 
accusative exist in classical Latin. The Vulgate 
uses aerem at Act. 22,23; 1 Cor. 9,26; Ap. Iob. 
16,17. 

10 verbi gratia el voyxo1 (“vt puta" Vg.). Cod. 
2815 has el TUy) (written as TUYN), along with 
a few other late mss. At 1 Cor. 15,37, Erasmus 
replaces vt puta by exempli causa, in rendering 
the same Greek expression. See Annot. At the 
present passage, Lefèvre had vt contingit. 


10 vocum qovàv (“linguarum” Vg.). The Vul- 
gate rendering lacks Greek ms. support: see 
Annot. The same change was proposed by Valla 
Annot., who further suggested that the Vulgate 
use of linguarum was designed to avoid the ap- 
parent tautology arising from "no voice was 
without a voice". Lefèvre had the same wording 
as Valla and Erasmus. 


10 mundo xdou (“hoc mundo” late Vg. and 
many Vg. mss., with Vg"). The addition of oc, 
in many Vulgate copies, again lacks support 
from Greek mss. (but cf. Ta kócuc in codd. 
D* F G). See on Rom. 3,6, and Annot. Both 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change as 
Erasmus. 

10 nibil borum ovBév oxrróv (“nihil” Vg). The 
Vulgate reflects the omission of avtd&v, accom- 
panied by P“ N * A B D* F G 0484 0289 and 
thirty-six other mss. The text of Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
2816, alongside N ©" Deo" and about 540 other 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 289-92). In 1519-35 Annot., Erasmus renders 
by nullum borum. However, in 1516 Annot., he 
omitted avtév and offered just zullum as the 
translation. The shorter reading is undoubtedly 
a lectio difficilior, as the phrase which it creates, 
xal ovSév &oovov, could at first sight appear 
to mean "and nothing is without speech", 
which would be a demonstrably false statement. 
The question is whether the insertion of attév 
was a typical correction by scribes who wished 
to produce an easier sense, or whether the 
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omission of this word was yet another example 
of scribal negligence. Valla Annot. and Lefèvre 
both put zullum eorum. 


10 mutum &pcovov ("sine voce est" Vg.). For 
mutus, see on Act. 8,32, and Annot. The Vulgate 
insertion of est corresponds with the addition 
of &criv. in codd. D* F G. The suggestion of 
Valla Annot. was that sine voce should be re- 
placed by absonum or absurdum. Lefèvre tried 
ineloquibile est. 

11 Itaque si tv obv (“Si ergo” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 13,10. Lefévre put Si igitur. 

11 vim thv Súvapıv (“virtutem” Vg.). Similar 
substitutions occur in rendering SUvayis at 
2 Cor. 1,8; 8,3; Eph. 3,20 (1519); 2 Tim. 3,5; 
Hebr. 11,11. At the present passage, vim is the 
equivalent of "meaning" or "significance", 
whereas virtutem, in classical Latin, conveys 
the sense of "excellence" or moral rectitude, 
which is less appropriate to the context. Erasmus’ 
wording was the same as that of Lefèvre. 

11 ei qui loquitur và) AaAoUvm (“ei cui loquor" 
Vg.). The Vulgate rendering is a mistranslation: 
see Annot. Both Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same correction as Erasmus. 

11 apud me tv poi (“mihi” Vg; “in me" 1516). 
The Vulgate reflects the omission of év, as in 
P“ D FG and a few other mss. See Annot. The 
change made by Erasmus' 1519 edition had 
already been proposed by Valla Annot. and 
Lefèvre. 


12 Itaque ottes (“Sic” Vg). The only other 
place where Erasmus renders ottws by itaque 
is at Ap. Iob. 3,16. Cf. Annot. 


12 quandoquidem trei ("quoniam" Vg.). See on 
Act. 2,29. A similar substitution occurs in 
rendering meidh in vs. 16. 


12 sectatores TnAwTtai ("aemulatores" Vg.). See 
on Act. 21,20, and also on 1 Cor. 12,31. Lefèvre 
had zelum babentes. 


12 mveuu&row. Cod. 2815 erroneously sub- 
stituted &vOpcorrov (àv). 

12 excellatis mepiccevnte ("abundetis" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 3,7. 


13 Quapropter &iórep (“Et ideo” Vg.). See on 
Act. 10,29. The Vulgate addition of et lacks 
Greek ms. support, though a few mss. substitute 
516 (as in P“ N * A B DP F G 048 0289). 
Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus, 
while Ambrosiaster and Manetti put Ideo, all 
four omitting et. 
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TrpoceUxcopad YAWoon, TO TrveÜpá uou 
Trpocevyetar, Ó SE vols pou &kaprrós 
icri. ti ov toti; TrpocevEoua To 
TrveUpati, TpocevFouar SÈ Kal TÓ vol. 
WoAd TH Trvespati, Ward 8E Kal 
TH vot. ‘Mémel iàv evAoytjons TH 
Trveupati, Ó &ávamAnpóv tov TÓTOV 
ToU iBicorou, TrOs èp TO Surv, èri 
TH of} evyapiotig; èmseðh ti Aéyeis, 
otk off. "oU uiv yàp Kadds eù- 
xapioteis, GAA’ ó tepos OUK oiko- 
Soucitar. Bevtyapiotd tH O&O uou, 
Travtwv Udv padAAov yAwooais | 
Aav. PAN èv èkkànoig BéAw 
Trévte Adyous Six ToU vods pou Aa- 
Añoa, iva Kal &AAous kornyrjoo, 7 
uupíous Adyous iv yAwoor. 
®ABSeAgoi, pt traiSia yiveode Tas 
ppeoiv, &AA& TH kakía vyTridete, rods 


SE ppeci TéAcion yiveoOe. ?ày TH vópw 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


orem lingua, spiritus meus orat, at 
mens mea fructu vacat. “Quid igi- 
tur est? Orabo spiritu, sed orabo et 
mente. Canam spiritu, sed canam et 
mente. Alioqui si benedixeris spi- 
ritu is qui implet locum indocti, 
quomodo dicturus est, Amen, ad tu- 
am gratiarum actionem? Quandoqui- 
dem quid dicas, nescit ^ "Nam tu 
quidem bene gratias agis, verum ali- 
us non aedificatur. ^ Gratias ago 
deo meo, quod magis quam omnes 
vos, linguis loquor. | "Sed in 
ecclesia volo quinque verba mente 
mea loqui vt et alios instituam, 
potius quam decem milia verborum 
lingua. 


PFratres, ne sitis pueri sensi- 
bus, sed malitia pueri sitis: sen- 
sibus vero perfecti sitis. — ?In lege 


16 To tTrvevpot: B-E: om. A | 17 aAA B-E: oa A 


16 spiritu B-E: om. A | 19 mente mea B-E: per mentem meam A | lingua B-E: in lingua 4 


14 at mens & 5b voUs ("mens autem" Vg.). See 
on Joh. 1,26. 


14 fructu vacat Gkaprrós tot: ("sine fructu est” 
Vg.). Elsewhere Erasmus replaces sine fructu by 
the non-classical terms, infrugifer at Mt. 13,22 
and infructifer at Mc. 4,19 (1519). At 2 Petr. 1,8, 
he substituted in irritum laborantes. He further 
changed infructuosus to infrugifer at Eph. 5,11; 
Tit. 3,14; Iud. 12. For the avoidance of sine, see 
on Zoh. 8,7. 


15 igitur est obv tot: (“est ergo" Vg. 1527). The 
word-order of the 1527 Vulgate column, follow- 
ing the Froben Vulgate of 1514, lacks Greek 
ms. support. For igitur, see on Job. 6,62. The 
same change was made by Manetti, while Lefévre 
put igitur faciendum est. 


15 sed orabo TpooesEoua 5€ (“orabo” Vg.) 
The Vulgate corresponds with the omission of 
Sé in codd. F G and a few other mss. Here 


Manetti put orabo autem, and Lefévre orabo 
quidem. 

15 Canam .. sed canam yor® ... yard SÉ 
(“Psallam ... psallam" Vg.). See on Rom. 15,9 
regarding cano. The Vulgate again corresponds 
with the omission of 8é in a few mss., this time 
with support from codd. B F G. The version 
of Manetti had psallam ... psallam autem, and 
Lefèvre psallam ... psallam quidem. 


16 Alioqui trei ("Caeterum" Vg.). See on Rom. 
11,22. More accurately, the rendering pro- 
posed by Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre 
was quoniam. 


16 spiritu 14 Trespoti (1516 omits). This 
omission in 1516 was based on cod. 2817, 
apparently without other ms. support. In 1519 
Annot., Erasmus misleadingly claims that the 
words were missing from most Greek mss. (“in 
plerisque Graecorum exemplaribus"). 
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16 is qui implet 6 &vanAnpõv (“quis supplet" 
late Vg. and many Vg. mss, with Vg**). In 
Annot., Erasmus observes that some Vulgate 
mss. more correctly have qui supplet (adopted 
by Vg“). It is probable that guis was a later 
variation within the Latin tradition, influenced 
by the following s- of supplet. This passage was 
hence listed among the Loca Manifeste Deprauata. 
Erasmus prevents recurrence of this error by 
substituting implet, adopting a recommendation 
of Valla Annot., who pointed out that supplet 
could be understood as referring to a person 
who occupied a position which belonged to 
someone else. Manetti put gui supplet, and 
Lefèvre is qui tenet. 

16 indocti ToO i5icyTou (“idiotae” Vg). Eras- 
mus makes the same change in vss. 23-4, no 
doubt disliking the word idiota because of its 
non-Latin origin, though he retained idtotae at 
Act. 4,13. See Annot. 

16 dicturus est &pei (“dicet” Vg.). By this change, 
Erasmus perhaps wished to convey the sense, 
"How will he be in a position to say?" For 
other uses of the future participle, see on Rom. 
2,6. Ambrosiaster and Manetti put dicit, and 
Lefèvre respondebit. 


16 ad twi (“super” Vg). Erasmus occasion- 
ally substitutes ad for super, depending on 
the context. See e.g. on Job. 5,2, and see also 
Annot. 


16 gratiarum actionem esyapiotic (“benedicti- 
onem" Vg.). Erasmus is more precise here: see 
Annot. In Valla Annot., similarly, the proposed 
rendering was gratiarum actione, which was 
adopted by Lefévre. 

16 Quandoquidem tme: (“Quoniam” Vg.). See 
on Act. 2,29. A similar substitution occurs in 
rendering &reí in vs. 12, above. Cod. 2817 had 
meí, in company with cod. B. The rendering 
of Lefévre was posteaquam. 


17 verum &XX' (“sed” Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 
The spelling &AA& in 1516 seems to have been 
an arbitrary correction, as it is unsupported by 
Erasmus' Basle mss. 


17 alius ó &repos (“alter” Vg.). The Vulgate use 
of alter in the present context is acceptable, as 
only two persons are mentioned. Cf. on 1 Cor. 
12,9. Erasmus here has the same rendering as 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


18 quod magis quam omnes vos, linguis loquor 
TdvtTwv Üuóv ov yAwooas AaAdv 
(“quod omnium vestrum lingua loquor" Vg.). 
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The Vulgate mistranslates the passage by omit- 
ting to render pGAAov, though the singular 
lingua corresponds with yA@oon in codd. 
N A D F G 0289 and a few other mss. 
See Annot. The version of Manetti was quod 
omnium vestrum magis linguis loquor, and Lefevre 
omnibus vobis magis linguis loquens. 


19 mente mea Sià Tot vods uou (“sensu meo" 
Vg.; "per mentem meam" 1516). See on Rom. 
1,28, and Annot. The Vulgate may reflect a 
Greek variant, T vot pou, found in codd. 
N A B D" F G and about forty other 
mss. Erasmus’ text follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816 and about 
530 other mss., commencing with 048"4 (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 292-4). 
Lefévre had ex mea mente, and Manetti intellectu 
meo. 


19 instituam KaTnxhow (“instruam” Vg.). See 
on Act. 18,25, and Annot. The same change was 
made by Lefévre. 

19 potius quam Ñ (“quam” Vg.). A similar addi- 
tion of potius, to reinforce a comparison, occurs 
at Mt. 18,8-9; Mc. 9,43, 45, 47; Lc. 17,2 (1519). 
See Annot. 

19 lingua tv yAooc1, (“in lingua" 1516 = Vg). 
See on lob. 1,26. Manetti anticipated this 
change. 


20 ne sitis pueri ui, maia yivec8e ("nolite 
pueri effici" Vg.). For ne, see on Rom. 11,18, 
and for the removal of efficio, see on 1 Cor. 10,7. 
See also Annot. The version of Manetti was ne 
pueri estote. 


20 pueri sitis vrymótere ("paruuli estote" Vg). 
See on 1 Cor. 13,11 for the related substitu- 
tion of puer for paruulus in rendering vtymios. 
See also Annot. At the end of this verse, 
Erasmus again replaces estote by sitis, in render- 
ing ylveo@e. Other such substitutions occur 
at 1 Cor. 15,58; Eph. 4,32; 5,1; Col. 3,15; 4,18; 
lac. 1,22; 1 Petr. 4,7. 


20 vero Sé (“autem” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,26. The 
same change was made by Manetti. 


20 sitis (3rd.) yívec6e (“estote” Vg.). See above. 
Erasmus prefers to make the rendering of yi- 
vec0e consistent with the earlier part of this 
sentence. Manetti also had sitis at this point. 
21 lege tH vóu% (“lege enim" late Vg.). The 
late Vulgate addition of enim is unsupported 
by Greek mss. Both Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same correction as Erasmus. 
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yéypatrtai őt: "Ev érepoyAoocois koi 
èv xeíAeciv ETEpois AGAtjow TH Aad 
ToUTO, Kal oud’ ottws ticokoüucovrai 
pou, A£yei Küpios. ? Gore al yAGaoot 
eis onueidv cio, oU Tois Tic TEUOUOIV, 
GAA Toig à&miotois f| SE mpognrelo, 
oU Toig &triotois, &AA& Toig TüicTEU- 
ouciv. P t&v otv cuvéA8Q fj &xAnola 
OAn mì TÒ avTd, Kai TdvTes yAÀco- 
oats Aaoi, eioéABwor St i61 Tod 
fj &triotoi, oük épotow STi palveobe; 
Mav SE rrávres Trpopntevworv, eloéA- 
On Sé Tis &ricTos fj iBicorns, EAEyye- 
tar ÜTóÓ TrávrOv, dvaKpiveror rd 
Té&vTov, Kal | offtws Tà kpurrtà 
Tis kapBias auto pavepà yíverod, Kai 
otws Trecwv ènmi mpóocwmov Tpos- 
Kuvýoe TH Oe, atrayyéAAwv Sri ó 
Beds Svtws iv Upiv got. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


scriptum est: Variis linguis et labiis 
variis loquar populo huic, et ne sic 
quidem audient me, dicit dominus. 
Z]taque linguae signi vice sunt, non 
iis qui credunt, sed incredulis: con- 
tra prophetia, non incredulis, sed 
credentibus. “Ergo si conuenerit 
ecclesia tota simul, et omnes lin- 
guis loquantur: ingrediantur autem 
indocti aut increduli, nonne di- 
cent vos insanire? "Quod si om- 
nes prophetetis, ingrediatur autem 
incredulus aut indoctus, coarguitur 
ab omnibus, diiudicatur ab omni- 
bus: et sic oc|culta cordis eius 
manifesta fiunt: atque ita procidens 
in faciem adorabit deum, renun- 
cians quod deus re vera in vobis 
sit. 


21 Variis B-E: In variis 4 | labiis B-E: in labiis A | 22 signi vice B-E: in signum A | 
iis qui credunt B-E: credentibus A | 23 tota simul, D E: tota, in idem, A, tota in idem, B, 


tota, simul C | 


increduli B-E; infideles 4 


| vos insanire B-E: quod insaniatis ÆA | 


24 incredulus B-E; infidelis 4 | 25 renuncians B-E: annuncians A 


21 Variis linguis õm Ev &repoyAoccois ("Quo- 
niam in aliis linguis" Vg; "In variis linguis" 
1516). For the omission of quoniam, see on 
Iob. 1,20, and for the omission of in, see on 
Iob. 1,26. It appears that Erasmus understood 
étepdyAwooos to refer primarily to the variety 
of existing human languages, e.g. as spoken by 
the apostles, rather than new languages which 
had never previously been heard. Cf. Annot. 
The version of Manetti put quod in linguis aliis, 
and Lefèvre quod in aliis linguis. 


21 labiis variis tv yeldeow &vépois ("in aliis la- 
biis" Vg. 1527; "labiis aliis" Vg. mss.; "in labiis 
variis" 1516). See the previous note. Lefévre’s 
rendering was identical with Erasmus’ 1527 
Vulgate column and the Froben edition of 
1514, though Lefévre's own Vulgate text had 
labiis aliis. Manetti put in labiis aliis. 

21 ne sic quidem où’ oUtos (“nec sic" Vg.). See 
on Job. 7,5. Manetti had non sic, and Lefèvre 
neque sic. 


21 audient eloaxovcovta (“exaudient” Vg.). 
At the other four N.T. instances of eicaxovico, 
Erasmus retains exaudio (Mt. 6,7; Le. 1,13; Act. 
10,31; Hebr. 5,7). 

22 signi vice els onueiov (“in signum" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Act. 7,21. 

22 iis qui credunt ... credentibus ois Tia TEVOUCIV 
.. TOis motewovoiv ("fidelibus ... fidelibus" 
Vg.; "credentibus ... credentibus" 1516). See on 
Act. 10,45 for another instance of the removal 
of fidelis. At the present passage, Erasmus’ ren- 
dering is closer to the grammatical form of the 
Greek expression: see Annot. The version of 
Ambrosiaster had bis qui credunt (twice). 


22 incredulis (twice) Tois &miotois ( infidelibus" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 15,31. Ambrosiaster put zon 
credentibus ... incredulis. 

22 contra prophetia 4 8 tpogpnteta (prophetiae 
autem" late Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg""; 
"prophetia autem" some Vg. mss., with Vg“). 
See on Joh. 16,20 for contra. The use of the 
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plural, prophetiae, which occurs in many Vul- 
gate copies, has negligible Greek ms. support. 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre had prophetia 
autem. 

23 Ergo si tv otv ("Si ergo" Vg.). The Vulgate 
is more literal as to the word-order. See on 
Rom. 2,26 for Erasmus’ change of emphasis. 
Lefévre put Si igitur. 


23 conuenerit cuvéAbn ("conueniat" Vg.). Eras- 
mus here prefers the future perfect tense, as 
giving a closer representation of the Greek 
aorist. His rendering is the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster. 

23 ecclesia tota À &«Anoia OAn ("vniuersa 
ecclesia” Vg.). See on Act. 5,34 for tota. The 
Vulgate word-order corresponds with &Am fj 
éxkAnofa in codd. D F G. The version of 
Manetti made the same change as Erasmus, 
while Lefèvre had zota ecclesia, which he posi- 
tioned after igitur. 

23 simul iri TÒ aùTtó (“in vnum" Vg; "in 
idem” 1516-19). See on 1 Cor. 11,20. The sub- 
stitution of simul first occurred in the Latin 
N.T. of 1521. Manetti put in idem, anticipating 
the wording which Erasmus used in 1516-19. 
Lefévre had pariter, placed before conueniat. 


23 ingrediantur cioéABwor (“intrent” Vg.). See 
on Job. 13,27. Erasmus does not use the verb 
intro anywhere in the Epistles. At the present 
passage, he has the same rendering as Lefèvre. 


23 indocti V&iGyroa (“idiotae” Vg). See on vs. 16. 


23 increduli &mooi (“infideles” 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Rom. 15,31. 


23 vos insanire S11 paiveoðe ("quid insanitis" 
late Vg.; "quod insaniatis" 1516). The late Vul- 
gate use of quid appears to be a scribal alteration 
of quod or quia: see Annot. By changing to the 
accusative and infinitive construction, Erasmus 
prevents a recurrence of the error. He placed 
this passage among the Loca Manifeste Deprauata. 
Manetti and Lefévre both had quod insanitis, as 
in the earlier Vulgate. 

24 Quod si tav Sé ("Si autem" Vg). See on 
Rom. 2,25. 

24 prophetetis tpognteswow (“prophetent” 
Vg.). By using the second person plural, Eras- 
mus departs from the literal meaning, but 
makes a clearer link with vos in vs. 23 and 
vobis in vs. 25. 


24 ingrediatur cioéAOr (“intret” Vg.). See on 
vs. 23. Lefévre made the same change. 
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24 incredulus tis &rioros (“quis infidelis" Vg.; 
"infidelis" 1516). For incredulus, see on Rom. 
15,31. Erasmus leaves Tis untranslated. Lefèvre 
put quispiam infidelis. 

24 aut i ("vel" Vg.). See on ob. 2,6. The same 
change was made by Lefévre. 

2A indoctus \Bicorns (“idiota” Vg.). See on vs. 16. 

24 coarguitur théyyeto ("conuincitur" Vg.). 
At Tit. 1,9, inconsistently, Erasmus substitutes 
conuinco for arguo in rendering the same Greek 
verb. Usually he retains arguo, and sometimes 
adopts redarguo, but nowhere else uses coarguo. 
The meaning is substantially the same. Am- 
brosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre made use of 
redarguitur here. 


25 et sic occulta Kai ob tws TH kpurrré (“Occul- 
ta enim” late Vg.). The late Vulgate use of enim 
lacks Greek support, whereas the earlier Vulgate, 
which had just Occulta, corresponds with the 
omission of kal ottws in H“ N A B D* 
F G 048 0201 and twenty-five later mss, Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 
1, 2105, 2816, and also D™ and about 550 later 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 294-6). See Annot. It has been suggested 
that Kai otros was a scribal addition, influ- 
enced by the use of this phrase later in the 
verse. Another possibility is that some scribes 
deleted these words because they considered 
them to be a needless repetition. The version 
of Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus, 
while Manetti had et sic abscondita. 


25 atque xai (“et” Vg.). See on Iob. 1,25. The 
same change was again made by Lefèvre. 


25 procidens msocv (“cadens” Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at Mt. 17,6; Lc. 17,16. See 
also on Job. 11,32. Erasmus once more adopts 
the rendering of Lefévre. 


25 renuncians &mayyéAAov (“pronuncians” 
Vg; "annuncians" 1516). In 1519, the use of 
renuncians was more literal. Manetti had the 
same rendering as Erasmus' 1516 edition, while 
Lefèvre had profitens. 


25 deus re vera & Beds óvroxs ("vere deus” Vg.). 
The Vulgate reflects the word-order óvrcx ô 
eds, as in codd. N°" A B D", or óvros Beds 
as in N$ D* F G. The word-order of Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2105, 2816 and most other late mss. He does 
not elsewhere use re vera in the N.T., but see 
on Act, 10,34 regarding re ipsa. Lefévre put deus 
vere. 
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% Ti 
ouvépxnoðe, 
éxet, Siðayxiv 


oŭv otv, àSsàpoi; Órav 
fkacTos Udy waAuóv 
éxel, yAdooav éyel, 
&mokáAuyiw yxs, Epunvelav = yer 
T&vra mds oikoSouty yevéobo. 
Tre yAwoon tis AaAci, karà Svo, 
fj TO TAgiotov Ttpeis, Kal ave pé- 
pos, Kal els Siepunvevétoo: 28 ky 
Se uù À Siepunveutis, cryáro èv 
éxkAnola, kaut St AoAsiro Kal TH 
Bed. 

2TIpopiyrat è úo fj TpEis AcAci- 
Toxcav, Kai oi GAAo SiaKpivéTwoav. 
Hay 5E GAAw &mokoAug0: KaOnué- 
vc, ó mpóTos ory&ro. 3 Buvacbs 
yàp Kad’ Eva TrávTes Trpopnteverv, iva 
Trávres povOdveoci, Kal Trávres Tapa- 


KoAdvTar kai TrveUuata Tpopn- 
THY Tpophtas UTotdoceTa. — ? oU 
yop otv dxatactaciasg ó Geds, 
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% Quid igitur est fratres? Quoti- 
es conuenitis, vnusquisque vestrum 
canticum habet, doctrinam habet, 
linguam habet, reuelationem habet, 
interpretationem habet: omnia ad 
aedificationem fiant: — "siue lingua 
quis loquitur, fiat per binos, aut ad 
summum ternos, idque vicissim, et 
vnus interpretetur: quod si non 
sit interpres, taceat in ecclesia: cae- 
terum sibi ipsi loquatur et deo. 

? Prophetae vero duo aut tres lo- 
quantur, et caeteri diiudicent. * Por- 
ro si alii fuerit reuelatum assidenti, 
prior taceat. *!Potestis enim singu- 
latim omnes prophetare, vt omnes 
discant, et omnes consolationem 
accipiant, et spiritus propheta- 
rum prophetis subiiciuntur. * Non 
enim est confusionis autor deus, 


26 yevecOw D E: yiveoĝðw A-C | 27 mA&c Tov A-C E: màsiocov D 


26 canticum B-E: psalmum A | interpretationem habet B-E: om. A | 27 fiat per binos B-E: iuxta 
duos A | ad summum ternos B-E: vt plurimum tres A | 28 sibi ipsi 4-C E (sibiipsi A-C E): 
subiipsi D | 31 singulatim B-E: singillatim 4 | 32 prophetarum A B D E: pcophetarum C | 


33 autor B-E: om. A 


26 igitur oŭv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Job. 6,62. 
Lefévre made the same change. 


26 Quoties Stov (“Cum” Vg.). A similar sub- 
stitution occurs at Jac. 1,2. Usually Erasmus 
retains cum (or quum) for étav. 


26 canticum yoduov (“psalmum” 1516 = Vg.). 
Erasmus preferred canticum because psalmus 
was not used in classical Latin: see Annot. In 
rendering woAyds at Eph. 5,19 and several 
other passages, he retains psalmus, while sub- 
stituting cantio at Col. 3,16. Elsewhere he fol- 
lows the Vulgate in using canticum for c5 
at Ap. Iob. 5,9; 14,3; 15,3, though he renders 
51) by cantio at Eph. 5,19, and by cantilena at 
Col. 3,16. 


26 linguam ... reuelationem yAóooav ... &ro- 
KéAuyiv (“apocalypsim ... linguam" late Vg.). 
The Vulgate reversal of the word-order is sup- 
ported by P“ N A B D F G 0285 and some 


other mss., including cod. 2105. Erasmus fol- 
lows codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2816 
and most other late mss. Some other late mss. 
omit either yA@ooav xsi or &rok&Auyiv 
éye1, or both of these phrases. In Annot., Eras- 
mus objects to apocalypsis, as being a non-Latin 
word and inconsistent with Vulgate usage of 
reuelatio at other passages. He makes a similar 
substitution in rendering the first word of the 
Apocalypse itself. However, unlike the verb re 
uelo, the noun reuelatio was not used by classical 
authors. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change as Erasmus. Ambrosiaster had reuelatio- 
nem ... linguam. 


26 interpretationem babet Epynvelav tye (1516 
Lat. omits). In the 1516 edition, as a result of 
changing the position of linguam habet, men- 
tioned in the previous note, Erasmus or his 
printer accidentally deleted the following phrase, 
interpretationem habet, but without making any 
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corresponding change in the Greek text. This 
error was corrected in 1519. 


26 yevéoðw. This spelling, adopted in 1527-35, 
seems to be an arbitrary change, possibly caused 
by a printer's error, though the same reading 
also appears in cod. 1 and a few other mss. 
Most mss. have yivéo@w, as used in 1516-22. 


27 fiat (omitted in 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus adds 
a main verb, to complete the sense: see Annot. 
The version of Lefèvre inserted loquatur before 
et Unus. 


27 per binos, aut ... ternos kat& BUo, Ñ ... TPES 
("secundum duos, aut ... tres" Vg.; "iuxta duos, 
aut... tres” 1516). In Annot., Erasmus complains 
of the obscurity of the Vulgate expression. This 
substitution is comparable with the Vulgate 
use of binos to render á&v& úo at Le. 10,1. 
Ambrosiaster put per duos ... tres, Manetti secun- 
dum duos vel ... tres, and Lefèvre ad duos aut ... 
tres. 


27 adsummum Yo TAciotov ("vt multum" Vg.; 
“vt plurimum" 1516). Erasmus is more accurate 
here: see Annot. The suggestion of Valla Arnot. 
was to use either ad summum or just plurimum. 
The latter rendering was adopted by Manetti, 
while Lefévre had summum, without ad. 


27 idque xai (“et” Vg.). Erasmus uses idque to 
emphasise that the following phrase, &v& uépos, 
is a modification of the preceding instruction. 
27 vicissim &v& pépos (“per partes” Vg.). In 
Annot., Erasmus again criticises the obscurity 
of the Vulgate rendering. Lefèvre put separatus. 

28 quod si tiv 56 ("Si autem" Vg). See on 
Rom. 2,25. Erasmus had the same wording as 
Ambrosiaster. 


28 sit fj "fuerit" Vg.). In vs. 30, Erasmus retains 
the sequence si ... fuerit, ... taceat. Either form 
of the verb, whether present subjunctive or 
future perfect, is suitable here. Lefévre replaced 
non fuerit by desit. 

28 ciyé&ro èv exxAnoig. Cod. 2815 had the 
word-order év ExkAnoig ory&ro, with little or 
no other ms. support. 

28 caeterum sibi ipsi taut& Sé ("sibi autem" 
Vg.). For caeterum, see on Act. 6,2. As elsewhere, 
Erasmus sometimes prefers the more inten- 
sive form of the reflexive pronoun. See on 
Tob. 11,55. Lefèvre put et sibi ipsi. 


29 vero bé (“autem” late Vg. and some Vg. 
mss.). Erasmus’ choice of a continuative sense 
for Bé was more appropriate to the context. In 
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many Vulgate mss., the word was omitted, as 
in pp, 

29 loquantur AaAsirc cav (“dicant” Vg.). See 
on Joh, 8,27. This change agreed with the word- 
ing of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


30 Porro si tev 6€ ("Quod si” Vg). See on 
lob. 8,16 for Erasmus' use of porro. Manetti 
had Si autem. 


30 fuerit renelatum écroxoAugéy (“reuelatum 
fuerit" Vg.). See on Rom. 2,27 for Erasmus’ 
occasional preference for an earlier position for 
the auxiliary verb. Lefèvre put reuelatio facta est, 
after sedenti. 


30 assidenti «a€nu£voo (“sedenti” Vg.). Erasmus 
generally retains sedeo for «á€rpou. However, in 
this context, he may have felt that the question 
of whether an individual was sitting or standing 
was not the main point, but rather that the 
person was present in the same congregation. 


31 singulatim omnes kað’ Eva Teves (“omnes 
per singulos” Vg.). The Vulgate word-order 
corresponds with Trávreg kað’ Eva in codd. 
DFG. For singulatim, see on Rom. 12,5. In 1516 
Annot., Erasmus replaces va by ëv, without 
support from his Basle mss. The version of 
Manetti put omnes singillatim, and Lefèvre omnes 
per singulum quemque. 

31 consolationem accipiant TapaKkaAdvtai ("ex- 
hortentur" Vg.). A reason for Erasmus' avoid- 
ance of exhortor is that this verb usually had an 
active rather than a passive sense in classical 
Latin. He also uses consolationem accipio to 
replace consolor at Mt. 5,4; 2 Cor. 1,6; 7,7, 13; 
Col. 2,2; 1 Thess. 3,7. Cf. also consolationem capio 
at Rom. 1,12, consolationem admitto at Mt. 2,18, 
and consolationem babeo at 2 Cor. 13,11. 


32 subiiciuntur STotéacetai ("subiectus est” 
late Vg.). As pointed out in Annot., the Greek 
verb is in the present tense and has a plural 
subject. The late Vulgate use of the singular 
corresponds with the substitution of trveGpa 
for trveUparta by codd. D F G and a few other 
mss. Both Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change as Erasmus (though Manetti used the 
spelling subiciuntur). 

33 et confusionis autor totw &karrao tacías 
("dissensionis est" late Vg.; "est confusionis" 
1516). Elsewhere Erasmus follows the Vulgate 
in rendering óxaracacía by inconstantia at 
lac. 3,16, and by seditio at Lc. 21,9; 2 Cor. 6,5; 
12,20. See Annot. The addition of autor gives 
an easier sense, though it is less accurate: more 
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GAN’ eipfjvns, cx èv rrácods Tais &kAn- 
cicius rv &yícov. 

* Ai yuvarikes Uu év rais &kAnci- 
als ciy&rocav: oU yàp émtétpattat 
ourtais AaAeiv, &AA' ürrorácoso8ar, ka- 
Ods kai ó vópos Aéyer. ei SE mi uaðeïv 
8éAouctv, év ofkco Tots iSious avSpas 
&rrepooré&rcocav. aloxpóv yóp tom: yu- 
vart&lv èv &«Anoíq AoA ev. 317] d&g’ oui 
Ó Aóyos TOU O:oU EEFAGEv; i) eig Opus 
uóvous karrjvrnosev; ? el Tis Bokei mpo- 
@ntns evar, Ñ TrveuparriKÓs, ETrtyivco- 
oxéTw & ypágo piv, TI Kupiou eioiv 
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sed pacis, vt in omnibus congregatio- 
nibus sanctorum. 

* Mulieres vestrae in ecclesiis si- 
leant: nec enim permissum est illis 
vt loquantur, sed vt subditae sint; 
quemadmodum et lex dicit. “Quod 
si quid discere volunt, domi suos 
viros interrogent. Nam turpe est mu- 
lieribus in coetu loqui. * An a vobis 
sermo dei profectus est? Án in vos 
solos incidit? ?'Si quis videtur pro- 
pheta esse, aut spiritualis, agnoscat 
quae scribo vobis, quod domini sint 


33 congregationibus B-E; ecclesiis Æ | sanctorum A‘ B-E: sanctis A* | 34 permissum B-E: 
mandatum A | 35 mulieribus 4 B D E: mulie/eribus C | coetu D E: ecclesia 4, coetum BC | 
37 spiritualis B-E: spiritalis A | quae B-E: que A 


precisely, the meaning is “God is not the God 
of confusion but the God of peace” (cf. ó @eòs 
Tijs elprjvns at Rom. 15,33; 16,20; 2 Cor. 13,11; 
Phil. 4,9; 1 Thess. 5,23; Hebr. 13,20). The late 
Vulgate word-order lacks explicit support from 
Greek mss. The version of Lefévre placed est 
after deus. 


33 &XX'. This was the spelling of codd. 2105, 
2816, 2817, with $* F G and some other mss. 
The reading of codd. 1, 2815 and most other 
mss., was GAAG. 


33 vt ws ("sicut et” late Vg.). For vt, see on 
Rom. 1,21. The late Vulgate addition of et 
corresponds with the variant c»; kai in a few 
late mss. Erasmus has the same rendering as 
Lefévre. The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and 
Manetti had sicut. 

33 congregationibus vois exkAnoiais ("ecclesiis" 
1516 = Vg.). See on Act. 5,11. 


33 sanctorum r&v &yíov ("sanctorum doceo" 
late Vg. and some Vg. mss.; "sanctis" 1516 text). 
The inaccurate use of sanctis in the 1516 Latin 
version ("holy churches" rather than "churches 
of the saints") was corrected in the errata. The 
addition of doceo in some Vulgate mss. cor- 
responds with the addition of 81Sdo0Kw in 
cod. 2815, in company with F G and some later 
mss. In Annot., however, Erasmus shows no 
awareness of this Greek variant ("apud Graecos 


non est"). He mentioned this passage in the 
1527 edition of the Quae Sint Addita. Lefèvre 
likewise omitted doceo. 


34 vestrae Gucov (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion is supported by codd. N A B and some 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
(D F G) and most other mss. Although the 
omission or addition of personal pronouns is 
frequently the subject of variation among the 
mss., the present instance involves an important 
point of interpretation. The plural phrase év 
Ttais &KAnoiais, placed immediately after úv, 
could be taken to suggest that the apostle is 
giving a general command for women to keep 
silent in all Christian churches, and not just 
in the church of Corinth, for he elsewhere 
addresses the Corinthian believers as if they 
comprised a single church. However, the phrase 
yuvaikes Uydv (“your women”, or possibly 
“your wives”) might otherwise have been un- 
derstood to refer primarily to the women who 
belonged to the Corinthian church, in the 
context of the present epistle. Fearing that 
tudv could appear to negate the universal 
application of the apostle’s command, an 
ancient scribe or corrector might have wished 
to omit this word. Erasmus’ rendering is the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefevre. 
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34 sileant ovy&tcocav (“taceant” Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs in rendering cicmáco at 
Mc. 9,34. Erasmus retains taceo for most other 
N.T. instances of these verbs, including vss. 28 
and 30 of the present chapter. Whereas taceo 
could sometimes mean "become silent", the 
implication of sileo was "remain silent". Erasmus 
again has the same rendering as Lefèvre. 


34 nec où (“non” Vg). By using the more 
emphatic form of negative, Erasmus reinforces 
the accompanying verb. The change is partly 
for the sake of variety, in view of his retention 
of non enim in vs. 33. 


34 permissum est &mvrévpocrrroa. "permittitur" 
Vg.; “mandatum est" 1516). The present tense 
of the Vulgate reflects a Greek variant, &rirpére- 
tan, attested by codd. $ A B (D FG) and some 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, along with 1, 2105 and most other mss. 
(cod. 2816 had émitétoxton). In Annot., he 
argued for the use of mando (or “command”), 
on the grounds that it fitted better with the 
following verb, órrorácoto9o:. In 1516 Annot., 
the text is incorrectly cited as &rrrerpórreroa. 
The version of Lefévre had concessum est. 


34 illis oxrrois (“eis” Vg.). Possibly Erasmus 
wished to use the more emphatic pronoun to 
convey the sense of "the former", i.e. referring 
back to mulieres rather than ecclesiis, though the 
meaning is plain enough from the context. 
This change agreed with the rendering of 
Ambrosiaster. 


34 vt loquantur .. vt subditae sint Aadéiv ... 
UToTácosc9oi ("loqui ... subditas esse" Vg.). 
Erasmus avoids the infinitive for expressing 
indirect commands. Manetti put loqui .. vt 
subiciantur, and Lefèvre loqui .. vt subiectae 
sint. 


34 quemadmodum xodes (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre made the same change. 


35 Quod si quid ei 86 mı (“Si quid autem" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 2,25. The Vulgate word-order 
corresponds more closely with eï 1 5€ in codd. 
D F G, though it is probably only a matter of 
translation: cf. the Vulgate use of Si quis autem 
for ef Sé Tis in vs. 38, below. In cod. 2815, with 
little other support, it is el 56 riva. Lefevre put 
Si autem aliquid. 


35 discere volunt pabeiv 8£Aouciv. ("volunt di- 
scere" Vg.). Erasmus renders the Greek word- 
order more literally, adopting the same rendering 
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as Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. Manetti put discere 
voluerint. 


35 suos viros tous ibious &v5pas ("viros suos" 
Vg.). Erasmus again follows the Greek word- 
order more closely. Manetti and Lefévre both 
had proprios viros. 


35 Nam turpe est aicypov yåp tot: ("Turpe 
est enim” Vg.). See on Job. 3,34. Lefèvre put 
Nam inhonestum est. 


35 mulieribus yuvontiv ("mulieri" Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects a Greek text substituting yuvouxi, 
as in P“ N * A B and some other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2105, 2816, and also N ©" (D F G) and most 
other mss. The versions of Ambrosiaster and 
Manetti had the same wording as Erasmus, but 
Lefèvre put mulierem. 


35 in coetu loqui tv txkNroíq AaAciv ("loqui in 
ecclesia” Vg; “in ecclesia loqui" 1516; “in 
coetum loqui" 1519-22) The Vulgate word- 
order reproduces a Greek variant, AoAeiv èv 
ix noi, found in P“ & A B and a few later 
mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as cod. (D) 
and most later mss. He elsewhere uses coetus for 
ouvaywyh at Act. 13,42-3; Iac. 2,2. In Annot., 
he also suggests congregatione: see on Act. 5,11. 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre had the 
same rendering as Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


36 sermo & Adyos (“verbum” Vg.). See on Job. 
1,1. The same change was made by Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


36 profectus est ÈẸÑA0ev (“processit” Vg.). A 
similar substitution of proficiscor occurs at Mt. 
15,18. Sometimes Erasmus retains procedo for 
this Greek verb. His translation resembles that 
of Ambrosiaster, who had profectum est (agreeing 
with verbum). Lefèvre had prouenit. 


36 An (2nd.) 4 (“aut” Vg). See on 1 Cor. 
11,22. 


36 incidit kativTnoev ("peruenit" Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 10,11. By making this alteration, Erasmus 
removes the symmetry of the Greek metaphor, 
which refers to the word as "setting out" and 
"arriving". Lefévre put descendit. 


37 agnoscat Emvyiwoonkéroo. ("cognoscat" Vg.). 
See on Job. 8,43. 


37 quod... sint v1 ... &ioív ("quia ... sunt” Vg.). 
See on Zob. 1,20. Manetti put quod ... sunt, and 
Lefèvre quoniam .. sunt. 
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ivroAat el Sé tis &yvori, &yvo- 
tiro. mote, &beApoi, CnAoUte TÒ 


Tpogntevelv, Kai TO AaAÀdv yAwo- 
oas ph KwAvete. “TrdvtTa evoynyd- 
vox, Kai kard TaEIV yivéc8o. 


1 l'vopítc 5& Upiv, &5eAqoi, TÒ 

evayyédiov 6 eunyyedioduny 
Upiv, Ô Kal mapeAdBete, iv d Kai 
fotiikate, 781° oU Kal ocoto0e, rivi 
Aoyw sünyysMicáunv Upiv, el karé- 
xete, exTdos ef pr) eiki) Emotevoate. 
34apé6cka yàp wyiv èv patois, 6 
Kal tapéAaBov, Sti XpicTós èé- 
Bavev UTép TÓv duaptidv poy, 
Kata tas ypagds ‘kal óm Té- 
gn, koi ðm £yfüysproi Ti) tpith 
finépa, xarà tas ypagds: žral ðt 
öpən Kng&, sra oig wea | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


praecepta: ? caeterum si quis ignorat, 
ignoret. ? Proinde fratres ad id enita- 
mini, vt prophetetis, et loqui linguis 
ne vetueritis. “Omnia decenter, et 
secundum ordinem fiant. 


1 Notum autem vobis facio fra- 

tres, euangelium quod euange- 
lizaui vobis, quod et accepistis, in quo 
et statis, per quod et salutem con- 
sequimini quo pacto annunciarim 
vobis, si tenetis, nisi frustra credidi- 
stis. %Tradidi enim vobis in primis, 
quod et acceperam: quod Christus 
mortuus fuerit pro peccatis nostris, 
secundum scripturas: *et quod sepul- 
tus sit, et quod resurrexerit tertio die, 
secundum scripturas: ‘et quod visus 
sit Cephae, deinde duodecim illis: | 


15,2 owosoðe D E: oc;eo8e A-C | & un Æ B-E: eum A* 


39 vetueritis B-E: prohibeatis 4 


15,2 salutem consequimini B-E: salui estis 4 | 3 acceperam B-E: accepistis A | 5 illis B-E: 


om. A 


37 praecepta tvtodal (“mandata” Vg.). See on 
Ioh. 11,57. 


38 caeterum si quis el 66 is (“Si quis autem" 
Vg.). See on Act. 6,2. 

38 ignoret &yvositw (“ignorabitur” Vg.). The 
Vulgate use of the future passive lacks support 
from Greek mss., though some mss. have &yvo- 
elton (present passive), as in codd. %* A*v4 
(D") 048 and a few later mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816, 
supported by P“ N" A" B Dor and most 
later mss. See Annot., and also the Apologia 
contra lacobi Latomi dialogum, LB YX, 88 D-E. 
It is evident that one or other of these two read- 
ings, which differ only in their suffix, could 
easily have been produced by an accidental al- 
teration of spelling. With regard to the apostle’s 
style, it has been suggested that the transition 
from active to passive represented by d&yvoei 
&yvosiroi resembles the use of Éyvo (or 
Éyvooke) ... Éyvoxs roa at 1 Cor. 8,2-3. However, 
at that passage there is no direct connection 
between the clauses which contain these verbs. 


Comparison may also be made with &riyvo- 
copar ... &meyvoo8nv at 1 Cor. 13,12, and 
yvovtes ... yuoobévres at Gal. 4,9, but neither 
of these includes a conditional clause. From a 
stylistic point of view, the other reading (ei 5€ 
Tis &yvoel, &yvosíTo) has a more convincing 
precedent in Pauline usage, as it closely matches 
the pattern of 1 Cor. 7,15 (el 56 ó &rric ros xw- 
pičera, XcopiZéc8o»), making use of the present 
tense indicative and imperative of the same 
verb in a tightly connected sequence. Further, 
the use of &yvoeíT« seems better suited to the 
present context, and more symmetrical, in view 
of the similar sequence of a conditional clause 
and an imperative in the previous sentence 
(ei Tis SoKel ... &rrryweookéro)). Valla Annot. 
proposed the same change as Erasmus, while 
Lefévre put esto zgnoret. 

39 Proinde coc Te (“Itaque” Vg.). See on Act. 
11,17. Lefévre had Quare. 

39 ad id enitamini, vt prophetetis GrAoUTe TO 
tmpopntevev (“aemulamini prophetare" Vg.). 
Cod. 2815, by an itacistic error, has CnAoUtat. 
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Apart from the ambiguity of aemulor, another 
problem with the Vulgate use of this word is 
that, in classical authors, it is usually accompa- 
nied by a noun rather than a second verb. For 
Erasmus’ removal of aemulor elsewhere, see on 
1 Cor. 12,31. Lefévre put zelate prophetare. 


39 ne vetueritis wh KwAeTe (“nolite prohibere" 
Vg.; ^ne prohibeatis” 1516). For ze, see on Rom. 
11,18, and for veto, see on Act. 8,36. Manetti 
had ze probibete. 


40 Omnia mtåvta (“Omnia autem" Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects the addition of 8é, as found in 
P“ & A B (D F G) 048 and some other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other late mss. The 
same change was made by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


40 decenter ewoynudvers (“honeste” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 13,13. 


40 fiant yıvtoðw (“fiant in vobis" late Vg). 
The late Vulgate addition is unsupported by 
Greek mss.: see Annot. The correction made 
by Erasmus agrees with the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


15,1 euangelizaui eun y yehoóuny (“praedicaui” 
Vg). This substitution was the opposite of 
Erasmus' usual tendency, which was to replace 
euangelizo with annuncio or praedico: see on Act. 
5,42. [n this instance, his translation retained 
the character of the Greek expression Tò evayy& 
Mov ô evnyyedioduny, in which the noun and 
verb share the same stem. Manetti and Lefévre 
again made the same change. 


2 salutem consequimini omcecte ("saluamini" 
Vg.; "salui estis" 1516). See on 1 Cor. 1,18. The 
Greek future tense found in the 1527-35 editions 
may have been a printer's error, as it conflicts 
with the Latin rendering. The reading of virtually 
all mss. is owZeoGe, in the present tense. 

2 quo pacto vivi Aóyco (“qua ratione" Vg.). Else- 
where Erasmus uses quo pacto to render tres 
at 2 Cor. 9,4; 1 Thess. 3,5. This substitution, 
however, contributes little towards the clarifi- 
cation of this difficult passage. Cf. Annot. The 
version of Lefévre had quo sermone, placed after 
si tenetis. 

2 annunciarim cUnyyeMoáyunv. (“praedicaue- 
rim” Vg.). See on vs. 1. It would have been 
more consistent if Erasmus had put exangeli- 
Zauerim, as rendered by Manetti. The version 
of Lefèvre, similarly, was euangelizaui. 


2 si tenetis el kovéyere. In Annot., Erasmus 
deduces from the commentary of Ambrosiaster 
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that some Greek mss. had a different reading 
here. Ambrosiaster's use of debetis tenere (not 
tenere debetis, as cited by Erasmus) corresponds 
with ógríAere karéyewv in codd. D* (F G). 
Erasmus’ Basle mss. all had ef katéyete here. 
Manetti put sé teneatis. 

3 acceperam tapthoBov (“accepi” Vg; “acce- 
pistis” 1516 Lat.). The use of the second person 
plural in the 1516 Latin rendering was perhaps 
caused by unconscious harmonisation with 
accepistis in vs. 1. The substitution of the plu- 
perfect tense, in 1519, was more appropriate to 
the context. 

3 quod ... mortuus fuerit v1 ... &méOavev ("quo- 
niam .. mortuus est" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20. 
Manetti put quod ... mortuus est. Lefévre’s version 
was quod ... mortem subiit, placing the last two 
words after nostris. 

3 Xpiotds. Cod. 2815 adds ó before Xpiorós, 
with little other ms. support. 


4 quod sepultus sit 6v ét&qn ("quia sepultus 
est” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20. Manetti put quod 
sepultus est, and Lefèvre quod sepultus fuit. 


4 quod resurrexerit 611 Ey tyyeproa (“quia resur- 
rexit" late Vg. and some Vg. mss., with Vg"). 
See again on Joh. 1,20. Manetti had quod sur- 
rexit, and Lefévre just resurrexit. 


4 tertio tpitn (“tertia” Vg.). See on Job. 1,29 
for the gender of dies. 
5 quod visus sit 61 On ("quia visus est” Vg.). 
See on Joh. 1,20. Manetti put quod apparuit, and 
Lefévre quod visus est. 


5 deinde lta ("et post hoc" late Vg.; "et post 
haec" Vg. mss). The Vulgate wording corre- 
sponds with kai petà rara in codd. D* FG. 
A few other mss., commencing with N A, have 
&rrerra, perhaps influenced by the use of that 
word in vss. 6-7. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus cites 
the text as xai efra. Lefèvre made the same 
change of rendering as Erasmus, while Ambro- 
siaster and Manetti had postea. 

5 duodecim illis oig BaSexa ("vndecim" Vg.; 
"duodecim" 1516). The Vulgate corresponds 
with Tois évSexa in codd. D* F G and thirteen 
other mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 2, pp. 301-4), probably arising from a mis- 
guided rationalisation of the text, to take account 
of the fact that Judas, who was one of the 
"twelve", was not a witness of the Resurrection. 
In Annot., citing Augustine Quaestiones in Hep- 
tateuchum 1, 117 (CCSL 33, pp. 43-4), Erasmus 
approves of the view that Paul's reference to the 


314 


Strata dpb Emávo mevrakociois 
&eApois pára: &€ cv oi mAeÍous 
pévouow ws Get, tivés 8E Kal koi- 
unonoav, — "trea 0n "loxófo, 
tira Toig &rooTóAo:s mão, Féoya- 
Tov 8& mávrov wortrepel TH £xrpo- 
matı pn kåpoi. %tya ydp sim ó 
¿AdxioTos TÕV d&trootéAwy, &> oÙKk 
tipi ikavòs kañcioĝai a&tré0TOAos, &ı- 
oT: E5ío6a Tijv ExkAnoiav ToU bot: 
Myvdpit: St Geod sim Ó cipi. xod fj 
xapis aUTOU Á eis ué, oU xev 
éyevnOn, &AAà mrepicoóTepov auto 
Távrov  txomiacoa: oùk yo 8, 
GAN’ fi xéápis ToU Geol fj ow ipo. 


6 xoi B-E: om. A | 9 o B-E: om. A 


6 simul C-E: semel AB | 
dormierunt A | 9 alt. sum B-E: om. A | 


"twelve" was an example of synecdoche. In the 
1519 rendering, he added illis, to convey the 
force of the Greek article, which marked out 
the "twelve" as uniquely referring to the apostles, 
rather than just a group of twelve unidentified 
witnesses. Manetti had the same rendering as 
Erasmus’ 1516 edition. Ambrosiaster put ¿Mis 
undecim. 


6 postez merta "deinde" Vg.). This change is 
for stylistic variety. Usually Erasmus renders 
both éerta and etra by deinde. His attempt 
to introduce a small distinction of meaning in 
this chapter was not carried out in a consistent 
manner, as he renders efra by post in vs. 7 and 
mox in vs. 24 (1519), but has deinde for the 
same Greek word in vs. 5. Lefévre had praeterea 
here. 


6 simul èp&ma§ (“semel” 1516-19). The use of 
semel in 1516-19, and also in the version of 
Lefévre, accorded with the Vulgate rendering of 
Epdrrra at Rom. 6,10; Hebr. 7,27; 9,12; 10,10. 
However, semel was ambiguous as it could mean 
"once" as well as "simultaneously". In the 1522 
edition, and also in the separate Latin edition 
of 1521, Erasmus restored simul (“together” or 
“at the same time"). See Annot. 

6 plures of TrAcious ("multi" Vg.). Erasmus is 


more accurate here: see Annot. Some mss., 
commencing with N A B D F G 048"4, have 


ad hunc vsque B-E: vsque ad hunc A | 
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$postea visus est plus quam quingen- 
tis fratribus simul: ex quibus plures 
manent ad hunc vsque diem, quidam 
autem et obdormierunt: ?deinde visus 
est lacobo, post apostolis omnibus, 
8 postremo vero omnium velut abor- 
tiuo visus est et mihi. ?Ego enim 
sum minimus apostolorum: qui non 
sum idoneus vt dicar apostolus, pro- 
pterea quod persequutus sum ecclesi- 
am dei: sed gratia dei sum id quod 
sum. Et gratia eius quae profecta est 
in me non fuit inanis, sed copiosius 
quam illi omnes laboraui: non ego 
tamen, sed gratia dei quae mihi adest. 


obdormierunt B-E: 
tert. sum D E: sim A-C 


ot TrÀeíoves, but with no difference of mean- 
ing. Erasmus’ Greek text follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816 and most 
other late mss. This change agreed with the 
wording of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


6 ad bunc vsque diem tws &pm ("vsque adhuc" 
Vg.; "vsque ad hunc diem" 1516). See on Job. 
2,10. Lefèvre put hucusque. 


6 autem et Bt kal (“autem” Vg.). The Vulgate 
reflects the omission of xai, as in $4 N * A*vid 
B D* F G and a few later mss. In 1516, Eras- 
mus’ Greek text likewise omitted xa, in conflict 
with his accompanying Latin translation. Since 
his Basle mss. all contain kai, the 1516 omission 
may have been influenced by the Vulgate, or 
was possibly just an accident. The word is 
found in codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816, 2817, as 
well as N *? Ar per 048 and most later mss. 
The version of Lefévre had etiam, omitting 
autem. 


6 obdormierunt èkoimhðnoov (“dormierunt” 
1516 = Vg.) A similar substitution occurs in 
vs. 18 (1519); 1 Thess. 4,13-14 (1519); 2 Petr. 3,4 
(1527), in accordance with Vulgate usage at Act. 
7,60. In Annot., Erasmus mentions the objection 
that the Vulgate use of the perfect tense, dormi- 
erunt ("have slept"), implied that those who had 
been asleep had now woken up. This point is 
also made in Annot. on 1 Thess. 4,15. 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS PRIMA 


7 post stra (“deinde” Vg). See on vs. 6. In 
cod. 1 and some other mss., etra is replaced 
by a repetition of Érerro, as in P“ N*A F 
G 048. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
along with 2105, 2816, and also X ©" B D and 
most later mss. Here Manetti used tum .. 
deinceps for meita ... etra, while Lefèvre put 
insuper . deinde. 


8 postremo Eoyartov ("nouissime" Vg.). Erasmus 
may have disliked the expression noutssime ... 
omnium because of the combination of adverb 
and noun. Since postremo can be taken either 
as an adverb or as an adjective agreeing with 
mibi, it produces a more elegant turn of phrase. 
For the substitution of postremus for nouissimus 
at several other passages, see on 1 Cor. 4,9. 
However, Erasmus retains nouissime omnium 
in rendering Uotepov Trávrov at Mt. 22,27; 
Lc. 20,32. At the present passage, the change 
made by Erasmus was anticipated by Manetti. 


8 velut coo repel "tanquam" Vg.). See on Rom. 
9 ó EAdyiotos. The omission of ó in 1516 was 
not prompted by any of Erasmus' mss. at Basle, 
and was probably accidental. 


9 sum (2nd.) cipi (omitted in 1516 Lat.). The 
1516 omission, again, was probably uninten- 
tional. 


9 idoneus ikavós (“dignus” Vg.). A similar substi- 
tution of idoneus (“fit” or "suitable") occurs in 
rendering ikavós at Mt. 3,11; 8,8; Mc. 1,7, in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at 2 Cor. 2,16; 
2 Tim. 2,2. Cf. also the replacement of dignus 
by idoneus in rendering ixavéw at Col. 1,12. 
Inconsistently Erasmus retains dignus for the 
same Greek word at Lc. 3,16; 7,6. Elsewhere he 
usually reserves dignus (“worthy”) for &&os. See 
Annot. The same change was made by Lefèvre, 
while Manetti put sufficiens. 


9 vt dicar kaAeio9oi (“vocari” Vg.). Erasmus 
prefers dignus and idoneus to be followed by a 
consecutive clause (introduced by vt or qui) 
rather than an infinitive: other substitutions of 
this kind occur at Mt. 3,11; Me. 1,7; Act. 5,41; 
2 Tim. 2,2. However, he retains the infinitive 
after dignus at Lc. 15,19, 21; Act. 13,25. Both 
usages occur in classical Latin idiom. In Annot., 
he suggested gui vocer. His substitution of dico 
here may have been intended to make clear that 
this referred to the name or title of apostle, 
rather than the heavenly "calling" by which 
Paul was designated for apostolic office. 
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9 propterea quod persequutus sum Sióti &BiooEa 
("quoniam persecutus sum" Vg.; "propterea 
quod persecutus sim" 1516-22). See on Rom. 
1,19, and also on Job. 1,20. 

10 sed gratia X&prri 5€ ("gratia autem” Vg). 
See on lob. 1,26. Manetti had per gratiam 
autem. 


10 quae profecta est in me Ñ els tué ("in me" Vg.). 


Erasmus’ use of a verb of motion, proficiscor, 
is less suitable for application to abstract nouns 
such as gratia, though he elsewhere uses this 
verb with gloria at Iob. 5,44 (1519: see ad loc.), 
and with persuasio at Gal. 5,8 (1519). More 
correctly, the prepositional phrase els &pé ex- 
presses relationship rather than physical move- 
ment. Accordingly, in Annot., Erasmus renders 
as gratia illius erga me or fauor quem in me 
praestitit. Valla Annot. suggested quae est in me, 
and Lefèvre quae in me est. 


10 non fuit inanis où evi) èyevhôn (“vacua 
non fuit" Vg). Erasmus’ adoption of inanis 
is consistent with Vulgate usage e.g. in vss. 14 
and 58. See also on Rom. 4,14, and Annot. The 
substitution of inanis was also recommended 
by Valla Annot., and Lefèvre accordingly had 
inanis non fuit. 

10 copiosius repo có epov (“abundantius” Vg.). 
At 2 Cor. 11,23 (a), Erasmus uses copiosius to 
replace plurimis, in rendering Trepiccorépoos. 
At other passages, he replaces abundantius by 
vberius at 2 Cor. 7,13; Phil. 1,14; by vehemen- 
tius at 1 Thess. 2,17; Hebr. 2,1; by vehementer at 
Gal. 1,14; by maiorem in modum at 2 Cor. 7,15; 
and by other expressions at 1 Thess. 3,10; 5,13; 
Hebr. 6,17. Erasmus retains abundantius for 
Trepicoóv at Job. 10,10, and for Trepiccorépos 
at 2 Cor. 1,12; 2,4; 11,23 (b). See further on 
vberior and copiosior at 1 Cor. 12,23-4. For 
Erasmus’ removal of abundo and abundantia at 
a number of passages, see on Rom. 3,7. 

10 quam illi omnes até TrávTo (“illis omni- 
bus" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 1,25. Manetti put his 
omnibus. 


10 tamen t (“autem” Vg.). See on Iob. 1,26. 
Lefévre put quidem. 

10 quae mibi adest À oov poi ("mecum" Vg.). 
The Vulgate reflects the omission of Ñ, as in 
codd. N * B D* F G 0270* and a few later mss. 
Erasmus' text follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as N°" A 
De 0270" and most later mss. In 1516-22 
Annot., possibly by confusion with the earlier 


316 


! eire ov Eyco, eire ikeivoi, oŬTOS KN- 
pucoonev, Kal oUTos émotevoate. 

PED 5E Xpiotds KNpvooETaI STI 
èk vekpõv éytyyeptal, was Aéyouci 
tives èv úv ot: avdotacis vekpów 
ouk got; Bei Sè dvdotacis ve- 
kpv oùk ÉoTiv, ovSe Xpiotds yh- 
yeptar. Mei St Xpiotds ouk èyhyep- 
Tal, Kevov Opa TÒ küpuyua Tov, 
evi} Bb Kal fj mions Uudv. evp- 
oKxoueba è Kal wevSoudptupes ToU 
80:00, St1 épapruprücauev kar&à Tov 
Geol Sti fjyeipe Tòv Xpiotdév, dv ovK 
Tyyeipev, eitrep Gpa vekpol ouK éyei- 
povtar. el yàp vekpol oùk éyeipov- 
Toi, ov5t Xpiotds éythyeptar. Vel 
58 XpicTós ovK éyfjyspron, pataia 
fj mions Upav čti é&oTb v rois 
é&uaption ÜüpGv. apa Kai oi Koi- 
undévtes àv Xpiotd, &moAovro. Pel 
tv Ti) Go fj TaT fxmikóres Eoev év 
XpicTO pdvov, éAcelvotepor TrávTOwv 
&vOpcomov iopév. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


"Siue igitur ego, siue illi, sic praedi- 
camus, et sic credidistis. 

12 Quod si Christus praedicatur a 
mortuis resurrexisse, quomodo dicunt 
quidam inter vos non esse resurrecti- 
onem mortuorum?  PPorro si resur- 
rectio mortuorum non est, ne Christus 
quidem resurrexit. Quod si Chris- 
tus non resurrexit, inanis videlicet est 
praedicatio nostra, inanis autem est et 
fides vestra. 5 Reperimur autem et fal- 
si testes dei, quoniam testificati sumus 
de deo, quod excitauerit Christum, 
quem non excitauit, si videlicet mortui 
non resurgunt. Etenim si mortui 
non resurgunt, ne Christus quidem re- 
surrexit. ' Quod si Christus non re- 
surrexit, superuacanea est fides vestra: 
adhuc estis in peccatis vestris. Igitur 
et qui obdormierunt in Christo, peri- 
erunt. ?Si in vita hac spem in Christo 
tantum fixam habemus, maxime mise- 
rabiles omnium hominum sumus. 


12 non esse resurrectionem mortuorum B-E: quod resurrectio mortuorum non est A | 15 testifi- 
cati A C-E: testati B | si videlicet B-E: siquidem A | 18 obdormierunt B-E: dormierunt 4 | 
19 maxime miserabiles omnium hominum B-E: miserabiliores omnibus hominibus 4 


part of the verse, Erasmus asserts that some 
mss. have 1 els ué. This reading was in fact 
exhibited by P“. Valla Annot. proposed quae 
est mecum, and Lefèvre quae mecum est. 


11 igitur oŭv (“enim” Vg.). The Vulgate render- 
ing lacks Greek ms. support. Erasmus' correc- 
tion agrees with the wording of Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


11 praedicamus knpvooopev (“praedicauimus” 
late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The perfect tense 
of the late Vulgate has minimal support from 
Greek mss., and was perhaps influenced by the 
tense of the following verb, credidistis. Cf. Annot. 
The rendering adopted by Erasmus is the same 
as that of the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


11 émotevoate. Cod. 2815 has motevoate, 
with N * and a few later mss. 


12 Quod si Ei 5€ ("Si autem” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 2,25. 


12 a mortuis resurrexisse 6T Ek vekpoov Ey tyyep- 
ai (“quod resurrexit a mortuis" Vg.). Erasmus 
adopts the accusative and infinitive construc- 
tion, probably to prevent quod from being mis- 
understood as introducing a causal statement. 
Manetti put quod resurrexerit a mortuis, and 
Lefévre quod a mortuis surrexit. 


12 dicunt quidam inter vos Myouoi wes. iv 
óuiv ("quidam dicunt in vobis" Vg.). The Vul- 
gate word-order lacks Greek ms. support, though 
some mss. place tives after èv Uyiv. For inter, 
see on Joh, 15,24. Erasmus has the same wording 
as Ambrosiaster. Manetti put quidam inter vos 
dicunt, and Lefévre asserunt quidam in vobis. 


12. non esse resurrectionem mortuorum GT &vaota- 
cis vexpdov oUk Éoriv. ("quoniam resurrectio 
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mortuorum non est" Vg; "quod resurrectio 
mortuorum non est" 1516). Erasmus again uses 
the accusative and infinitive, consistent with 
his change of construction in the first half of 
the sentence. Manetti and Lefévre had the same 
rendering as Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 


13 Porro si ei Sé (“Si autem" Vg). See on 
Iob. 8,16. Lefèvre had Siquidem. 


13 ne Christus quidem ot&& Xpiotés (“neque 
Christus” Vg.). See on lob. 7,5. The same 
change occurs in vs. 16. 


14 Quod si & Sé (“Si autem” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 2,25. Lefévre put Si vero. 


14 videlicet est &pa (“est” late Vg.; “ergo est” or 
“est ergo” Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate omission 
of ergo lacks Greek ms. support. Codd. 1 and 
2815 add xai after dpa, supported by N* A 
D F G and many other mss. Manetti had est 
certe, and Lefèvre igitur est. 


14 autem Sé (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by P% N A B D* F G 0270 and 
some other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 
D“! and most later mss. The version of Manetti 
made the same change, while Lefévre put etiam. 


14 Gudv. Cod. 2815 has fjuów, with codd. 
B D* 0270* and some later mss. 


15 Reperimur cupioxdpeba ("Inuenimur" Vg.). 
See on Job. 1,41. 


15 testificati sumus &paprupticauev. (“testimo- 
nium diximus" Vg.; "testati sumus" 1519). See 
on Job. 1,7. The wording testificati sumus, which 
Erasmus had originally adopted in 1516, re- 
appeared in the separate Latin N.T. of 1521 and 
the later folio editions. The same rendering had 
previously been used by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


15 de deo xarà ToU cot (“aduersus deum" 
Vg.. The use of de (“concerning”) appears 
better suited to the context, though such a 
meaning would normally have been expressed 
in Greek by mepi rather than karé. Lefèvre had 
contra deum. 


15 exctauerit .. excitauit iyyeipe ... fiyeipev 
(“suscitauerit .. suscitauit” Vg.). See on Act. 
17,31. Lefévre put suscitauit (twice). 


15 si videlicet mep &pa (“si” Vg.; "siquidem" 
1516). The Vulgate omission is supported by 
just two late mss., which omit &pa (see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 307-10). Lefèvre 
put si nequaquam for si... non. 
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16 Etenim si e yap (“Nam si" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 3,7. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had Si 
enim, and Manetti Si ergo. 


16 ne Christus quidem oùt Xpiotés ("neque 
Christus" Vg.). See on Joh. 7,5. Manetti put nec 
Cbristus. 


17 superuacanea pataia (“vana” Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at Tit. 3,9 (1519). Erasmus 
retains vanus for u&taios at Act. 14,15; 1 Cor. 
3,20; lac. 1,26; 1 Petr. 1,18. 


17 adbuc &ri ("adhuc enim” Vg.). The Vulgate 
addition has little support from Greek mss. 
(though cf. the replacement of &ri by 6T1 in 
cod. 2105). See Annot. The passage is accordingly 
listed in the Quae Sint Addita. Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre had the same rendering as 
Erasmus. 


18 Igitur &pa (“Ergo” Vg.). See on Job. 6,62. 
Lefèvre again made the same change. 


18 qui obdormierunt oi kowmtvres (“qui dor- 
mierunt" 1516 = Vg.). See on vs. 6. 


19 vita bac ti Go] Tourn (“hac vita” Vg.). 
Erasmus' rendering is closer to the Greek word- 
order. 


19 spem in Christo tantum fixam babemus Ùm- 
Koes gouty iv Xpiot@ uóvov (“tantum in 
Christo sperantes sumus" Vg.). Erasmus seeks 
to convey more accurately the sense of the 
Greek perfect participle. For his avoidance of 
the present participle coupled with an auxiliary 
verb, cf. on Job. 1,28. Other instances of spem 
fixam babeo occur at 2 Cor. 1,10 (1519); 1 Tim. 
4,10. By repositioning tantum, Erasmus restricts 
the meaning to "only in Christ" rather than 
*only in this life", whereas the latter sense is 
the one required by the context and which he 
favours in Annot. The version of Lefévre was 
qui in Christo sperauimus, sumus solum. 


19 maxime miserabiles omnium hominum sumus 
éAceivoTepol TrávTcoov. &vOpoorrov éoyév (“mi- 
serabiliores sumus omnibus hominibus" Vg.; 
"miserabiliores omnibus hominibus sumus" 
1516). In Annot., Erasmus argues that the Greek 
comparative adjective is here the equivalent of 
a superlative. The Vulgate word-order corre- 
sponds with the transposition of &cuév before 
TávTov in cod. D, but is probably only a 
matter of translation. Lefèvre put miseriores 
omnibus bominibus sumus (in Manetti's version, 
the scribe of Urb. Lat. 6 accidentally omitted 
sumus at this point). 
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Nuvi 86 Xpicrós éytyyepta èk 
vexpdv, åmapxħ Tv ktkKoiumnuévov 
éyéveto. *étreiSt) yàp Sr a&vOpatrou 
ó @avatos, koi SY dvOpatrou óvá- 
otacis vekpOv. ~oTrep yàp iv TH 
Asap Trávrss é&mo0vijokouciv, OŬTWS 
Kol év rà Xpioté mdavtes woro- 
65covrar ?fxagros 5b iv TH iiw 
Té&ypaTr &|tapyth Xpiotés, Ereita of 
TOU XpicToU év Tij Tapovola attou: 
4 Ita TO TEAOS, STav TrApASa Thy Ba- 
ciÀelav TH O&O Kai tratpi, órav kat- 
apyfjon T&cav d&pytv kai maoav è- 
oucíav Kal Súvapıv: 7 Sei yàp attov 
BaciAeUev, axpis oU äv 0 TrdvtTas 
Tous EyOpoUs úmò Tots TdSas aUToU* 
%®éayatos tyOpds Katapyeitar ó 6á- 
vatos. ~~ Tévta yap ümtratev UTrd 
Tous móðaş aUToU. ÓTav BE eim STI 
Távra UTrotétaktai, SijAov Sti éxtds 
tot UtroTdé€avtos oUTÓ Ta TdvTa. 


27 on A C-E: o B 
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?Nunc autem Christus surrexit 
ex mortuis, primitiae eorum qui dor- 
mierant, fuit. ?'Postquam enim per 
hominem mors, etiam per hominem 
resurrectio mortuorum. 7 Quemad- 
modum enim per Adam omnes mori- 
untur, ita et per Christum omnes vi- 
uificabuntur: ?vnusquisque autem | 
in proprio ordine: primitiae Christus, 
deinde ii qui sunt Christi in aduentu 
ipsius: "mox finis, quum tradiderit 
regnum deo et patri quum abole- 
uerit omnem principatum et om- 
nem potestatem ac virtutem: nam 
oportet eum regnare, donec posue- 
rit omnes inimicos sub pedes suos: 
*nouissimus hostis aboletur mors. 
? Nam omnia subiecit sub pedes illi- 
us. Atqui quum dicat, quod omnia 
subiecta sint, palam est, excipien- 
dum eum qui subiecit illi omnia. 


20 ex B-E:aA | dormierant B-E: dormieruntA | 22 prius per B-E: in. A | per Christum B-E: 
in Christo 4 | 23 ipsius B-E: illiusA | 24 mox B-E:deindeA | ac B-E: et A | 27 excipi- 
endum B-E: quod praeter A | subiecit B-E: subiicit 4 


20 surrexit Eytyyeproa (“resurrexit” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 7,4. Erasmus has the same rendering as 
Lefèvre. 


20 ex é« (“a” 1516 = Vg). See on Job. 2,22. 


20 eorum qui dormierant t&Hv  kekowumpévoov 
("dormientium" Vg.; "eorum qui dormierunt” 
1516). Erasmus translates the Greek participle 
more accurately. Cf. on 1 Thess. 4,13. 


20 fuit éyéveto (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion is supported by P% N A B D* F G 0270 
and thirty-one other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, accompanied by 1, 2105, 
2816, with D°" and about 550 later mss. (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 311-13). 
In Annot., however, he expresses the opinion 
that the word was a later addition. Another 
possibility is that a few early scribes took it 
upon themselves to delete this verb because 


they deemed it superfluous to the sense. Manetti 
and Lefèvre both put factus est. 


21 Postquam enim tme yép ("Quoniam 
quidem” late Vg. and some Vg. mss.; “Quoni- 
am enim" other Vg. mss.). See on 1 Cor. 1,21 
for postquam. In restoring the more literal 
enim, Erasmus has support from some mss. of 
the earlier Vulgate. See Annot. The version of 
Manetti put quoniam certe, and Lefèvre quando- 
quidem. 


21 etiam xal (“et” Vg.). See on Iob. 6,36, and 
Annot., for Erasmus’ more emphatic rendering. 


22 Quemadmodum enim &onep yap (“Et sicut" 
Vg.. The Vulgate use of et has minimal sup- 
port from Greek mss. For quemadmodum, see 
on Rom. 1,13. See also Annot. The versions of 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti had Sicut enim, and 
Lefèvre nam quemadmodum. 


LB 738 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS PRIMA 


22 per Adam ... per Christum tv và ABdu ... 
tv 1 XpioTó ("in Adam ... in Christo" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17, and Annot. 


23 proprio iSiw (“suo” Vg.). See on Iob. 1,11. 
Manetti and Lefévre both made this change. 


23 ii oi ("hi" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,12. The 
reading £i occurs in some late Vulgate editions, 
and also in both columns of Lefévre. 


23 in aduentu ipsius tv TÑ mapoucía aùtoŭ 
(“qui in aduentu eius crediderunt" 1516 Annot., 
lemma - Vg. 1527; "qui in aduentum eius 
crediderunt" 1519-35 Annot., lemma; "in ad- 
uentu illius" 1516). The late Vulgate wording 
corresponds with oi év ti Trapoucía aùroŭ 
&Atricovtes in codd. F G. See Annot. In Erasmus’ 
rendering, the substitution of the reflexive 
ipsius was scarcely necessary. Manetti put et 
in aduentum suum crediderunt. Lefévre had in 
aduentum eius in his main translation and 
accompanying Vulgate column, but in aduen- 
tu eius in Comm., as in the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster and Valla Annot. 


24 mox tira (“deinde” 1516 - Vg). See on 
vs. 6. Lefévre had Postea. 


24 aboleuerit xatapyńoņ ("euacuauerit" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 6,6, and Annot. The version of 
Lefévre had sustulerit. 


24 omnem (2nd.) vr&cav (Vg. omits). The Vul- 
gate omission has little support from Greek 
mss. Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre had 
the same rendering as Erasmus. 


24 ac xai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


Lefévre again made the same change. 


25 nam oportet Sei yép ("Oportet autem" Vg.). 
The Vulgate rendering lacks Greek ms. support. 
Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus, 
while Ambrosiaster and Manetti put Oportet 
enim. 


25 eum aùTtóv (“illum” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,28. 
The same change was made by Lefèvre, while 
Manetti preferred ipsum. 


25 posuerit 97] (ponat" Vg.). See on Job. 13,38 
for Erasmus' use of the future perfect tense 
after donec. 

25 sub pedes suos tò tous rróBag adTOU ("sub 
pedibus eius" Vg.). Erasmus is more accurate 
in his use of the accusative after sab: see on 
Rom. 7,14. By replacing eius with the reflexive 
pronoun, suos, he seems to limit the subject of 
the verb to Christ, rather than the Father. 
Manetti put sub pedibus suis. 
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26 nowissimus hostis Exyactos Ex0pós ("Nouissime 
autem inimica" late Vg.). The Vulgate addition 
of autem lacks Greek ms. support. Further, the 
incorrect substitution of zowissime, an adverb, 
is pointed out in Annot. and cited among the 
Loca Manifeste Deprauata. In replacing inimica 
with ostis, Erasmus accepts the objection raised 
by Valla Annot., on the grounds that death 
could not rightly be said to display personal 
hatred or enmity. Manetti put vltima inimica, 
and Lefèvre nouissimus inimicus. 


26 aboletur katapyeitan (“destruetur” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 6,6. Lefévre had tollitur. 


27 Nam omnia wavta y&p (“Omnia enim” 
Vg.). See on Joh. 3,34. 


27 sub pedes STO tos móbas ("sub pedibus" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 7,14. The same change occurs 
in vs. 25, above. 

27 illius axroU ("eius" Vg.). By contrast with 
vs. 25, the pronoun used by Erasmus clearly in- 
dicates that the subject of suPiecit is the Father. 
Manetti, however, preferred suis. 


27 Atqui quum &vav 5€ ("Cum autem” Vg). 
See on Job. 7,26. 


27 quod omnia subiecta sint 611 Tevta Urro- 
tétaxtar (Omnia subiecta sunt ei" late Vg. 
and many Vg. mss., with Vg**). The Vulgate 
may reflect the omission of õm, as in 386 B 
and a few later mss. The insertion of ez, found 
in many Vulgate mss. (but not in cod. San- 
germanensis or Vg"), corresponds with the 
addition of avté& in codd. F G. The version 
of Manetti put quod omnia subiecta sunt, and 
Lefévre quod omnia subtecta sunt ei. 

27 palam est Bijdov óc ("sine dubio" Vg.; 
“palam est quod" 1516). Erasmus is more ac- 
curate here: see Annot. For his avoidance of sine, 
see also on Job. 8,7. Erasmus also used palam 
to replace manifestum in rendering Sov at 
Gal. 3,11. At 1 Tim. 6,7, he renders 550v óm1 
by videlicet, replacing haud dubium quia. Manetti 
had manifestum est quod, and Lefèvre dilucidum 
est quod. 

27 excipiendum &vósg (“praeter” 1516 = Vg.) 
Erasmus substitutes a verb, for the sake of 
clarity: see Annot. 

27 qui subiecit to ómorátavros (“qui subiicit" 
1516 Lat.). The present tense of the 1516 Latin 
rendering was perhaps a printer’s error. 

27 illi atrté (“ei” Vg.). See on illius, earlier in 
this verse. 
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B ray Bb Umorayij aÙùT® Tà Távra, 
TÓTE Kal aUTós 6 Vids UtroTtayiiceTal 
1TH ÜTOoTrátavri atta ta Trávra, iva 
1j ó Bòs rà mrávra èv mõow. 

?"Em& ti momoovoiw of Pantığó- 
uevoi UTrép TOV veKpdov, ei SAws vekpol 
ouk éyeipovtai; ti Kal Bamtigovta 
Umrip TOv vexpdv; ti Kad ueis kiv- 
Suvevouev T&cav ópav; 7 Kad’ fué- 
pav éómo0vücko, vů thy tyetépav 
xauyrnoiv, fjv Exc £v Xpiotd '"Inooó 
TO Kupio fjuàv. Pel katà &vOporrrov 
&6npiouáyncoa èv 'Egéco, ti poi TÒ 
ÓgtAos, ei vekpol ovK éyeipovTal; ọpá- 
youev kai miwpev, aüpiov yap åo- 
Ovijckousv. yf) mAav&c9e. pecipouciv 
HOn xpnoré& ópia kakai. — 3 ikviü- 
wate Sixaies, xoi pt) épaprávere 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


%Quum autem subiecta fuerint illi 
omnia, tunc et ipse filius subiicietur 
ei qui illi subiecit omnia, vt sit deus 
omnia in omnibus. 

? Alioqui quid facient ii qui bapti- 
zantur pro mortuis, si omnino mor- 
tui non resurgunt? Cur et bapti- 
zantur pro mortuis? P? Quid et nos 
periclitamur omni tempore? ?! In dies 
morior per nostram gloriationem, 
quam habeo in Christo lesu domi- 
no nostro. *Si secundum hominem 
cum bestiis depugnaui Ephesi, quae 
mihi vtilitas, si mortui non resur- 
gunt? Edamus et bibamus, cras enim 
morimur. “Ne decipiamini. Mores 
bonos colloquia corrumpunt mala. 
% Expergiscimini iuste, et ne peccetis: 


29 Cur ... mortuis? E: om. A*, Cur et baptizantur pro illis? f^ B-D 


28 subiicietur órrovayrjoeroa ("subiectus erit" 
Vg.). Erasmus’ rendering is closer to the exact 
form of the Greek verb. 

28 ei qui illi subiecit T Urrorá&avri aoro 
(“illi qui subiecit sibi" late Vg.). Erasmus, again, 
is more consistent in his use of pronouns, 
using ili to refer to Christ. He has the same 
wording as Ambrosiaster. Manetti put ei qui sibi 
subiecit, and Lefèvre illi qui subiecit ei. 

29 Alioqui Emei (“Alioquin” Vg.). See on Rom. 
11,22. Lefévre put Caeterum. 

29 ii qui oi (qui" Vg). Erasmus adds a pronoun 
to complete the sense. 

29 Cur vi (“vt quid" Vg.). See on Act. 7,26. 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre put just 
quid, which was the rendering preferred by 
Erasmus in vs. 30, below. 

29 mortuis (2nd.) vv vexpdv (“illis” 1516 
errata and 1519-27 = Vg.). The Vulgate reflects 
the substitution of avtd&v, as in P“ N A B 
D* F G and some other mss. Erasmus' Greek 
text follows codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 
1, 2105, 2816, and also D*" and most later mss. 
In preparing the errata to the 1516 edition, it 


was necessary to rectify the mistaken omission 
of the whole sentence from the Latin version. 
However, a further discrepancy was produced 
by inserting illis from the Vulgate, instead of 
mortuis as required by the accompanying Greek 
text. This error remained unnoticed in Erasmus’ 
first four editions. The reading T&v vexpdov 
has sometimes been explained as a harmoni- 
sation with the use of the same phrase in the 
previous sentence. If, however, this wording 
were a genuine repetition for the sake of 
emphasis, some scribes might have wished to 
emend it because they considered it to be an 
unnecessary duplication of words. Manetti and 
Lefévre likewise adopted mortuis. 


30 Quid vi ("Vt quid” Vg.). Cf. on Act. 7,26 
for the removal of vt quid. This change was 
partly for stylistic variety, as in vs. 29 vt quid 
was replaced by cur. The wording of Erasmus 
is the same as that of Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefévre. 


30 tempore cpav ("hora" Vg.). See on Joh. 5,35. 


31 In dies «o8" fjuépav ("Cotidie" Vg). Cf. 
Erasmus’ use of in dies singulos for fjpépq: Kal 
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fiuépa at 2 Cor. 4,16, and in singulos dies for 
Thv fuépav at Mt. 20,2. Usually he retains 
quotidie (or cotidie). 


31 per vý (“propter” late Vg. and many Vg. 
mss., with Vg""). Erasmus explains in Annot., 
that the Greek word relates to the swearing of 
an oath, and not to a statement of cause. He 
accordingly lists this passage among the Loca 
Manifeste Deprauata. This substitution agrees 
with the wording of other Vulgate mss. (as also 
adopted by Vg"), Valla Annot. and Manetti. The 
rendering of Lefévre, more intelligibly, replaced 
propter by testor. 


31 nostram ti fiperépav ("vestram" Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects a Greek variant, Thv Uyetépay, 
attested by codd. 1, 2105, 2815* and most other 
mss., commencing with 396 N B D F G. The 
text of Erasmus agrees with codd. 2815", 
2816, 2817, along with cod. A and many later 
mss. See Annot. In favour of the Vulgate wording, 
it could be argued that óuerépav has the ad- 
vantage of being a lectio difficilior, as well as 
enjoying more widespread support among the 
mss. Some scribes may have substituted the 
first person pronoun, fjuerépav, to agree with 
the following verb, Exc, without taking account 
of the possible interpretation of Tiv Uperépav 
Kauynoi ijv Exo as meaning “the boasting 
which I make about you” (cf. v Ouerépoo 
éAéel, “the mercy which has been shown to 
you", at Rom. 11,31). However, Valla Annot., 
Manetti and Lefèvre all advocated the same 
change as Erasmus. 


31 gloriationem kasynow (“gloriam, fratres" 
Vg.). For gloriatio, see on Rom. 4,2, and Annot. 
The Vulgate addition of fratres reflects the in- 
sertion of &SeApoi after kavynow, found in 
codd. N A B and more than forty other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817 in omit- 
ting &6EAooí, along with 1, 2105, 2816, as well 
as P“ D F G and about 540 other mss. (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 313-15). 
Interjections of &eApoi are a characteristic 
feature of Pauline usage. However, the insertion 
of the word at this point interrupts the close 
connection between kavxnoiv and the relative 
pronoun fjv. A question therefore arises as to 
whether some scribes omitted the word because 
of this apparent awkwardness, An alternative 
explanation is that &SeApoi was not authen- 
tic, but was added later to reinforce Wpetépav. 
The use of gloriatio was already proposed by 
Valla Annot. The rendering of Lefèvre was the 
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same as that of Erasmus, while Manetti had 
gloriam. 

32 cum bestiis depugnaui tOnpioudynoa ("ad 
bestias pugnaui" Vg.). See on Act. 23,9 for 
another instance of depugno. With both pugno 
and depugno, the more idiomatic preposition is 
cum, as adopted by Erasmus. Cf. Annot. The 
version of Lefévre was cum feris ... pugnaui. 


32 quae mibi vtilitas ti yor tÒ ÓgeAoc (“quid 
mihi prodest" Vg.). Cod. 2815 incorrectly had 
cogeAos for ógeAos. A similar substitution of 
vtilitas occurs at lac. 2,14, 16, consistent with 
the Vulgate rendering of tis A copéAcia at Rom. 
3,1. Cf. also on 1 Cor. 13,3. The same change 
was made by Manetti and Lefèvre (except that 
Lefévre had michi for mibi). 


32 Edamus p&ywpev ("Manducemus" Vg.). See 
on lob. 4,31. Lefèvre again made the same 
change. 


32 morimur &noðvýokopev ("moriemur" Vg.). 
Erasmus more accurately renders the Greek 
present tense. See Annot. The same correction 
was proposed by Valla Annot. 


33 Ne decipiamini wh mAav&cs ("Nolite seduci” 
Vg.). See on Rom. 7,11 for decipio. For ne, see 
on Job. 5,14. Manetti put Ne seducamini, and 
Lefévre Nolite errare. 


33 Mores bonos colloquia corrumpunt mala q8ci- 
povolw On xpnoTé ópia kakat ("Corrum- 
punt mores bonos colloquia mala" Vg.). Erasmus 
changes the Latin word-order to obtain a metric 
rhythm (i.e. an iambic senarius) suited to this 
poetic quotation: see Annot. For another "poetic" 
rendering, see on Act. 17,28. The version of 
Manetti was Corrumpunt bonos mores conuersati- 
ones malae, and Lefévre corrumpunt probos mores 
alloquia praua. Lefévre's use of alloguia followed 
a suggestion of Valla Annot. 

34 Expergiscimini txviiyote (“Euigilate” Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs in rendering 51a- 
yenyopéo at Le. 9,32. See also on Act. 16,27, 
and Annot. The version of Lefèvre had resipiscite. 


34 iuste Bixaiws (“iusti” late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate substitution of adjective for adverb is 
unsupported by Greek mss. Erasmus restores 
the earlier Vulgate rendering: see Annot. The 
same correction was proposed by Valla Annot., 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


34 ne peccetis pt) &poprávers ("nolite peccare" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 11,18. Manetti anticipated 
this change. 
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éayvwciav yàp 9:00 tives Éyouci. Trpós 
ivrpom v Upiv A£yo. 

SAAN èp tis, Mads Éysipovron oi 
vexpol; molo Sè copari Épyovron; | 
3$ &opov. cU Ô omeipeis, oU Jwortroiei- 
Ta, &&y uf] &mroOávn. 37 kai 6 otteipers, 
oU TO cóypa TO yevnodpevov orreípeis, 
&AA& yuuvóv kókkov, ei TUXOI, cíTovu, 
ij Tivos TÓÀv Aonróv. Bó BE Oeds 
auTO Siwo: cya Kabdos TOéAnoe, 
Kal éxdotoo tv oTreppctoov TÒ [ibi 
ov cópa. ?*oU tra&oa cáp, fj aÙTÀ 
adp§, &AA& &AAn uiv oàpẸ ó&vOpo- 
TOv, GAAN 8E o&pE Ktnvdv, GAA 
BE iy80ov, GAAN SE TWInvdv. “Kal 
capata Éroupávia, Kal ocpara mi- 
ysa. GAA’ &répa uàv fj Tv toupa- 
viov S6€a, Etépa Se fj tæv étyetoov 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


nam ignorationem dei nonnulli ha- 
bent. Ad pudorem vobis loquor. 

35 At dicet aliquis: Quomodo resur- 
gunt mor|tui? Quali autem corpore 
venient? *Stulte. Tu quod seminas, 
non viuificatur, nisi mortuum fuerit. 
? Et hoc quod seminas, non corpus 
quod nascetur, seminas, sed nudum 
granum, exempli causa, tritici aut ali- 
cuius ex caeteris. "Sed deus illi dat 
corpus vt voluit, et vnicuique semi- 
num suum corpus. ?Non omnis caro, 
eadem caro: sed alia quidem caro ho- 
minum, alia vero caro pecorum, alia 
vero piscium, alia vero volucrium. 
“Et sunt corpora coelestia et sunt cor- 
pora terrestria. Verum alia quidem coe- 
lestium gloria, alia vero terrestrium: 


36 Cworroiertat A E: Gooxrroierroa B-D | 39 alt. cap§ B-E: cpa§A | wrnvevA B C* D* E*: 


Tretetvaoy C76 Ds pme 


34 ignorationem B-E: ignorantiam A | 35 resurgunt C-E: resurgent A B | 36 fuerit. B-E: 
fuerit? 4 | 38 illi B-E: illud.4 | 39 volucrium B-E: volucrumA | 40 coelestia B-E: celestia ÆA 


34 nam ignorationem &yvwolav yep ("ignoran- 
tiam enim" Vg.; "nam ignorantiam" 1516). For 
nam, see on Job. 3,34. By substituting ignoratio 
for ignorantia, Erasmus marks a small distinction 
between eryveocia and &yvónpo. This passage 
is the only place where he uses ignoratio in the 
N.T. He reserves ignorantia for &yvoia at Act. 
3,17; 17,30; Eph. 4,18; and for &yvénua at 
Hebr. 9,7. Lefévre had the same rendering as 
Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


34 nonnulli tes (“quidam” Vg.). See on Rom. 
11,14. With little other ms. support, cod. 2815 
had the word-order tives eoù for Beoŭ tives. 


34 pudorem Evrporriv reuerentiam" Vg,). Eras- 
mus is more accurate here: see Annot., and see 
also on 1 Cor. 6,5. The same change was pro- 
posed by Valla Annot., while Lefèvre offered 
verecundiam, consistent with Vulgate usage at 
1 Cor. 6,5. 


35 At Add’ (“Sed” Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 


35 resurgunt tyelpovta: (“resurgent” 1516-19 
= late Vg.). Although Erasmus’ substitution of 
the present tense in his later editions is more 
literal, it produces an inconsistency with his 
retention of venient later in the sentence. See 
Annot. This use of resurgunt was introduced 
for the first time in the 1521 Latin N.T. The 
version of Lefèvre had resurgunt ... redeunt. 


36 Stulte &ppov ("Insipiens" Vg.). Erasmus’ use 
of stultus is consistent with the Vulgate transla- 
tion of Lc. 11,40; 12,20, though he more often 
retains insipiens for this Greek word. The point 
here is that stulte more precisely renders the 
Greek vocative case. Cf. Annot. Some mss., 
beginning with Pp“ N A B D F G, have the 
nominative, &ppwv. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816 and 
most other late mss. His rendering is identical 
with that of Ambrosiaster. 


36 mortuum fuerit &iro8óvo ("prius moriatur" 
Vg.). The Vulgate addition of prius corresponds 
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with the addition of mpdtov before àmo- 
@évn in codd. (F) G (cf. &ro8&vr mpórov 
in cod. D). Erasmus' rendering represents the 
Greek aorist more accurately. See Annot. The 
versions of Ámbrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre 
had moriatur, omitting prius. 


37 hoc quod & (“quid” Vg. 1527) The 1527 
Vulgate, following the Froben Vulgates of 1491 


and 1514, turns this clause into a question. 
Erasmus adds oe, to make a link with the use 
of the same phrase, 6 ovreipeis, in the previ- 
ous sentence. The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre (both columns) had quod. 


37 quod nascetur TÒ yevnoópevov ("quod futu- 
rum est" Vg.). This substitution is consistent 
with the Vulgate use of zascor for yívoucn at 
Mt. 21,19, referring to the growth of fruit: see 
also on Job. 8,58. 


37 exempli causa ei Toyor (“vt puta" Vg.). See 
on 1 Cor. 14,10, and Annot. The version of 
Lefévre had forsitaz. 


37 ex caeteris vov. Aovrmóv ("caeterorum" Vg.). 
Erasmus alleviates the sequence of genitives. 
Elsewhere, at several passages, he is content to 
use a genitive after aliquis. Lefèvre put reliquorum. 


38 Sed deus & 5è 0cós ("Deus autem" Vg.). See 
on Job. 1,26. 


38 illi dat aùtõ& Siwo (“dat illi” Vg.; "illud 
dat" 1516 Lat.). The Vulgate reflects the word- 
order SiSwoiv avrà, found in P“ N A B and 
some other mss. Erasmus' Greek text follows 
codd. 2815" (the work of an early corrector), 
alongside 1, 2105, 2816, and also D F GI and 
most other mss. His substitution of ¿llud in 
the 1516 Latin version corresponds with atté 
BíBco1 in codd. 2815""4 and 2817, apparently 
having little or no other ms. support. The 1519 
rendering is the same as that of Ambrosiaster. 
Both Manetti and Lefévre put dat ei. 


38 vt xofcs (“sicut” Vg.). Usually Erasmus 
prefers quemadmodum or sicut for xa&cos. Other 
exceptions can be seen at 2 Cor. 4,1; 2 Thess. 
1,3; 1 Petr. 4,10, where vt replaces iuxta quod, 
ita ut, and sicut, respectively. At the present pas- 
sage, Erasmus adopts the rendering of Lefèvre. 


38 voluit H8EAnoE (“vult” late Vg. and some 
Vg. mss.). The present tense of the late Vulgate 
lacks Greek ms. support. In Annot., Erasmus 
suggests voluerit. His adoption of voluit in his 
continuous text agreed with some earlier mss. 
of the Vulgate, and also with the wording of 


15,34 - 40 323 
Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre 
Comm., though Lefévre's main rendering had 
ordinauit. 


38 suum TÒ ïðiov (“proprium” Vg.). See on 
Iobh. 1,11. 


39 quidem utv (Vg. omits). The Vulgate, as at 
some other passages, leaves u£v untranslated. 
Erasmus' rendering was the same as that of 


Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


39 caro (3rd.) cáp& (Vg. omits). Erasmus adds 
oap€ at this point, contrary to the testimony 
of all his N.T. mss. at Basle. The claim of 
Scholz and Tischendorf, that o&p& is found 
here in many mss, has not been substantia- 
ted. The Textus Receptus retained this dubious 
reading. 


39 vero (1st.) Sé (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion does not enjoy Greek ms. support, and is 
probably only a matter of translation. Ambro- 
siaster, Manetti and Lefèvre had autem. 


39 caro (4th.) o&p§ (Vg. omits). This time, the 
Vulgate omission corresponds with the text of 
codd. D* F G. Both Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same correction as Erasmus. 


39 alia vero piscium, alia vero volucrium &XNn 
Sè ix9Ucov, SAAN Sè Trrrvóv ("alia volucrum, 
alia autem piscium" late Vg.). The Vulgate 
word-order reflects the transposition of ly@veov 
and rrnvóv, as in (8:9 N A B (D) and a few 
later mss. The Vulgate omission of vero before 
volucrum has little ms. support other than 
cod. D*, which reads GAAn oàp&£ metivõv, 
GAAn è ix8Ucov. Erasmus follows cod. 2817, 
accompanied by 1, 2816 and most other late 
mss. In the margin of his 1522-35 editions, he 
recorded the variant spelling, tereivdsv, which 
he probably derived from the Aldine Bible of 
1518, though the same spelling occurs in his 
cod. 2815. Regarding the substitution of vero 
for autem, see on Iob. 1,26. Manetti put alia vero 
piscium, alia autem volucrum, following the same 
Greek text as Erasmus. Lefévre had alia vero 
volucrum et alia piscium. 


40 Et sunt ... et sunt xoà ... xai ("Et ... et” Vg.). 
Erasmus adds sunt to clarify the sentence struc- 
ture. Lefévre had the same wording, except that 
he placed sunt after rather than before corpora 
coelestia. 


40 Verum &XN' ("Sed" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 


40 vero Sé (“autem” Vg.). See on Iob. 1,26. 
Lefévre had the word-order et alia terrestrium. 
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^&XAm 5ó£a f| Aiou, Kai AAN 5ó- 
Ea ceAfjvns, Kal GAAn 56€a dotépwv. 
&cTü)p yàp &oTépos Siapéper Ev SE. 
? obtes Kal fj avdotacis TOV vekpóv. 
cTreíperon év pop, Eytiperon èv &g- 
8apoíc Soreipetor èv &ripiq, èyel- 
peta Ev Són: omeipetrai èv doGeveia, 
éyeipetar èv Suváper ^ omreipeton 
cópa yuyikov, éyeiperar oddpa Trveu- 
ueTiKÓv. ÉcTi odpa wuyikdév, Kal 
ZoT oóyga TWveupaTtiKév’ 45 oT 
Kal yéypatrrai, 'Eyévero ó patos 
&vOpwtros Abóàp eis wuxty Gócav, ó 
éoyatos Addu eis mveŭua Gwotroioty. 
“AAA? ob TrPOTov, TO TrvevpaTiKdv, 
GAA TO wuyiKÓv, Émerra TO TrvevpO- 
Tikóv. ó mpa@Tos dvOpartros èk yijs, 
Xoikóc: ó Seutepos GvOpartros, ó küpios 
i£ otpavot. “olos ó yoikds, Toi00- 
Tot Kai of xoikof koi olos ó èmov- 
pávios, ToioUTO| Kai of é&moupávioi. 


43 ac0cveia D E: acbevia A-C 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


“alia gloria solis, et alia gloria lunae, 
et alia gloria stellarum. Stella siqui- 
dem a stella differt in gloria. “Sic 
et resurrectio mortuorum. Seminatur 
in corruptione, resurgit in incorrupti- 
bilitate: “seminatur in ignominia, 
resurgit in gloria: seminatur in infir- 
mitate, resurgit in potentia: “semi- 
natur corpus animale, resurgit corpus 
spirituale. Est corpus animale, et est 
corpus spirituale: “quemadmodum 
et scriptum est: Factus est primus ho- 
mo Adam in animam viuentem, extre- 
mus Adam in spiritum viuificantem. 
“ At non primum, quod spirituale, sed 
quod animale, deinde quod spiritua- 
le. "Primus homo de terra, terrenus: 
secundus homo, ipse dominus de coe- 
lo. * Qualis terrenus ille, tales et hi 
qui terreni sunt: et qualis ille coe- 
lestis, tales et ii qui coelestes sunt. 


44 prius spirituale B-E: spiritale A | alt spirituale B-E: spiritale 4 | 46 prius spirituale B-E: 
spiritale Æ | alt. spirituale B-E: spiritale A | 47 coelo B-E: celo 4 


41 gloria (1st. to 3rd.) 5ó£a (“claritas” Vg.). See 
on Job. 5,41, and Annot., following Valla Annot. 
The same change was made by Lefèvre. 

41 4 Aiou. The addition of ù was not drawn 
from any of Erasmus’ mss. at Basle, and may 
have arisen from a dittographic misprint. 

41 et (1st.) kaí (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
has little support other than P*. Both Manet- 
ti and Lefévre made the same correction as 
Erasmus. 

41 siquidem yap (“enim” Vg.). See on loh. 3,34; 
4,47. Lefèvre put nam astrum for stella enim. 
41 gloria (4th.) 86€n (“claritate” Vg.). See on 
gloria (1st. to 3rd.), above. Lefévre again made 
the same change. 

42 resurgit tyciperon (“surget” late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). The same substitution occurs 


in vss. 43-4. Erasmus is more accurate in ren- 
dering the present tense: cf. on vs. 35. The same 
correction was made by Lefèvre. 

42 incorruptibilitate &q0apoig (“incorruptione” 
Vg.) A similar substitution occurs in vs. 53, 
and also in replacing izcorruptela in vs. 50. See 
further on Rom. 2,7. At the present passage, 
Erasmus has the same rendering as Lefèvre (in 
Manetti's version, the scribe of Urb. Lat. 6 
carelessly substituted corruptione). 

43 ignominia &vpíq (l"ignobilitate" Vg). A 
similar change occurs at 2 Cor. 6,8. At Rom. 
9,21, ignominia replaces contumelia (see on Rom. 
1,24). See also on 1 Cor. 11,14. Erasmus here 
adopts the rendering of Ambrosiaster: see Annot. 
In classical usage, ignobilitas denotes obscurity 
or low birth, rather than dishonour. Lefèvre 
put sine honore for in ignobilitate. 
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43 resurgit (twice) &yeiperot (“surget” late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss.). See on vs. 42. Lefévre also 
made this change. Ambrosiaster (1492) had 
resurget ... surget. 

43 doGeveic. The spelling &c8evía in 1516-22 
was an itacism, not derived from any of Erasmus 
Basle mss. 


43 potentia Suváperi ("virtute" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,4. Manetti and Lefévre both had potestate. 


44 resurgit tyeipetou (“surget” late Vg.). See on 
vs. 42. The same correction was again made by 
Lefèvre. 


44 Est corpus animale, et est corpus spirituale ori 
cópa wuyiKdv, kal Écrit cia TrvevpaTixov 
("Si est corpus animale, est et spiritale" Vg.). 
The Vulgate reflects the addition of el before 
go (1st.), the replacement of kal tom by Eoi 
xai, and the omission of oóypa (4th.), as in P“ 
N ABCD* F Gand a few other mss. Erasmus 
follows cod. 2817, together with 2105, 2816 
and most other late mss. Since ei creates a con- 
ditional clause in the middle of a long series 
of factual statements, it has been suggested that 
scribes might have deleted this word so as to 
harmonise with the predominant pattern of 
the whole passage. An alternative explanation 
is that an ancient editor added ei and deleted 
odpa because he considered this section to 
be repetitious after the previous references to 
cóya wuyiKÓv and cópa Tveugarrikóv, In 
1527 Annot., arguing from the omission of all 
seven words by Ambrosiaster, Erasmus suggests 
that this sentence might have been a later 
scribal addition. The same words were also 
omitted by codd. 1 and 2815 and some other 
mss., but this could have arisen from a scribal 
error of homoeoteleuton, accidentally jumping 
from the first rrveupariKóv to the second. Ma- 
netti and Lefévre had the same rendering as 
Erasmus (except that the scribe of Urb. Lat. 6 
incorrectly omitted et). 


45 quemadmodum et ots Kai ("sicut" late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss., with Vg; “sic et” some Vg. 
mss., with Vg“). The late Vulgate omission of 
et corresponds with the omission of kai in 
codd. F G (which also substitute ka&cos for 
oUTox). For quemadmodum, see on Rom. 1,13. 
Lefèvre had sicut et. 


45 bomo &vOpoxrros. In Annot., Erasmus appears 
to favour Lefévre’s omission of homo and &v- 
0porros, in company with cod. B and a few 
later mss., though his Basle mss. all contained 
this word. 


15,41 - 48 325 
45 extremus 6 &cyorros (nouissimus" Vg.). See 
on Job. 12,48. Manetti had wltimus est. 


46 At &AN ("Sed" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 


46 primum tp@tov ("prius" Vg). The Greek 
word can be construed as either adverb or 
adjective, though the latter is more suited to 
this context, in view of the adjective mpdtos 
in vss. 45 and 47. Both Manetti and Lefévre 


made this change. 


46 spirituale ... animale vrveuparriKóv ... YUXIKÓV 
("spirituale est ... animale est" Vg.). The addition 
of verbs by the Vulgate was a legitimate expan- 
sion, though not explicitly supported by Greek 
mss. Ambrosiaster and some editions of the 
late Vulgate, including Lefévre’s Vulgate column, 
omitted est (2nd.). The translation of Lefévre 
had the same wording as Erasmus, while Manetti 
put spirituale ... animale est. 


47 secundus 5e’tepos. In Annot., Erasmus inserts 
Sé before BeUTepos, and autem after secundus. 
Cf. the use of ó 56 ye Sevtepos by cod. 
2817:omm, 


47 ipse dominus de coelo & KUpios && oùpavoŭ 
(“de coelo, coelestis" Vg.). The Vulgate cor- 
responds with the omission of ó KUptos in 
W* B C D* F G and nine other mss, but 
the only support for the addition of coelestis is 
given by codd. F G, which add ó ovpdvios. 
In 386, trvevpatixds is substituted for ó kú- 
pios. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 1 and 2816, as well as N **" A Der 
and about 560 later mss. (see Aland Die Pau- 
linischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 315-17). In Annot., 
however, he argues in favour of the Vulgate 
reading, and considers ó KUpios to be an 
explanatory addition, an argument which has 
found favour with more recent textual critics. 
An alternative explanation of this discrepancy 
could be that ó KUpios (abbreviated as ó kc) 
was accidentally omitted. Cf. the omission of 
tov Gedv by P“ at 1 Cor. 8,3, and of tot Scot 
by cod. 0270* in vs. 10 of the present chapter. 
Manetti put dominus de coelo, and Lefèvre dominus 
e coelo. 


48 terrenus ille ... ille coelestis & xoikos ... 6 
Erroupávios ("terrenus ... coelestis” Vg.). Erasmus 
adds ille to make a clearer reference to Adam 
and Christ. 


48 hi qui terreni sunt ... ii qui coelestes sunt oi 
xoikoi ... of &rroupávioi ("terreni ... coelestes" 
Vg.). Erasmus again expands the rendering, for 
the sake of clarity. 
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®xai Kabdos épopécauev Thy elkova 


ToU yoikoU, qopécouev Kal Tv eikó- 
va ToU étroupaviou. 

SY ToUro Sé gnu, &5eApoi, Sti 
càp Kai ala Baoieiav G00 KAnpo- 
vopijoa oU Súvavrar ovSE f| gOopá 
Tiv åpðapoiav KAnpovouei. ^ *'iboU 
puoTüjpiov uiv Aéyco. TrávTes pév 
ov koiunüncóus8a, mávtes SE GAAG- 
ynodpeba, | iv é&róuo, èv piri 
óp0oAuoU, iv Ti éoydtn odATYyyI. 
ooAtrioe: yap, Kal of vexpol yep- 
86fjcovrar a&pbaptot, Kai tpeis &AAa- 
ynoóus0a. S yap TÒ qgOapróv 
Toto èvõúsacðaı &gOapoíav, Kai 
TÒ 6vntOv TotTo évbUcac8a &ða- 
vaciav. **órav 5E Td q0apróv ToÜ- 
To £vbUcnroi åpðapoiav, Kal TÒ 
O6vnTóv ToUTo évbUonTta dPavaciay, 
Tote yevijoeta ó Adyos ó yeypap- 
uévos, Kareróðn ó Odvartos eis vikos. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


“Et quemadmodum gestauimus ima- 
ginem terreni, gestabimus et imaginem 
coelestis. 

*Hoc autem dico fratres, quod 
caro et sanguis regni dei haeredita- 
tem consequi non possunt: neque cor- 
ruptio incorruptibilitatis haereditatem 
accipit. 5'Ecce mysterium vobis dico. 
Non omnes | quidem dormiemus, 
omnes tamen immutabimur, in 
puncto temporis, in momento oculi, 
per extremam tubam. Canet enim, 
et mortui resurgent incorruptibiles, 
et nos immutabimur. ^ ? Oportet 
enim corruptibile hoc induere incor- 
ruptibilitatem, et mortale hoc induere 
immortalitatem. 5*Quum autem cor- 
ruptibile hoc induerit incorruptibili- 
tatem, et mortale hoc induerit immor- 
talitatem, tunc fiet sermo qui scriptus 
est: Absorpta est mors in victoriam. 


54 xareroOn B D E: xorretrotn A, kaüerroün C 


52 temporis B-E: om. A | 
enim tuba A | 


per extremam tubam B-E: in extrema tuba A | 
incorruptibiles B-E: incorrupti.4 | 53 incorruptibilitatem A-C E: corrup- 


enim B-E: 


tibilitatem D | 54 immortalitatem B-E: mortalitatem 4 


49 Et quemadmodum xoà kogcos ("Igitur sicut" 
Vg.). The Vulgate use of igitur corresponds with 
the replacement of kai by &pa in codd. F G"*. 
For quemadmodum, see on Rom. 1,13. Lefévre 
made the same change as Erasmus, while Manetti 
had Et sicut. 

49 gestauimus Eqoptcayev (“portauimus” Vg.). 
See on Job. 19,5. 

49 gestabimus qopécousv ("portemus" Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects a Greek variant, popéowpev, 
found in 335 N A C D F G and most other 
mss., including codd. 1 and 2815. Erasmus 
follows cod. 2817, along with 2105, 2816, and 
also codd. B I and some later mss. In Annot., 
he argues that the future tense, qopécopev, is 
better suited to the context. Manetti and Lefévre 
put feremus and portabimus, respectively. 


50 quod Tı ( quia" late Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 


50 regni dei haereditatem consequi BaciAciav Geol 
KAnpovoyijoa ("regnum dei possidere" Vg.). 
Erasmus wishes to convey the sense of "inherit", 
contained in the Greek verb. See on 1 Cor. 6,9, 
and Annot. The version of Lefèvre had regnum 
dei baereditare. 


50 incorruptibilitatis haereditatem accipit viv 
àplapoiav KAnpovouei (“incorruptelam pos- 
sidebit” Vg.). The Vulgate use of the future 
tense corresponds with xAnpovoyrtioel in codd. 
C* D* F G. For incorruptibilitas, see on vs. 42 
and on Rom. 2,7. For haereditas, see the previous 
note. See also Annot. The version of Lefèvre had 
incorruptibilitatem haereditat. 


51 Non omnes quidem dormiemus Tavtes uv 
ov koiunenoóus8a (“Omnes quidem resur- 
gemus" Vg). The Vulgate has no Greek ms. 
support other than cod. D*, which has rrávres 
é&vac1troóus0a. A few mss. have rrávres oU 
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Koinênoópeða (33.54 B), vrávres uiv korun- 
6noóus0a (N C), or rrávres koiunðnoópeĝða 
(C*). Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
accompanied by 1, 2105, 2816, with A» Deer 
and about 540 later mss. (see Aland Die Pauli- 
nischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 317-21). This passage 
is discussed at great length in Annot. See also 
Resp. ad annot. Ed. Let, ASD IX, 4, pp. 231-2, 
ll. 768-823. In 1522, in the Apologia de loco 
‘Omnes quidem resurgemus’, LB IX, 433 A, Erasmus 
indicates that he has consulted "not a few" 
Greek mss. at this passage ("vidi autem non 
paucos", and found that they all had the 
same reading as his printed text ("in omnibus 
Graecorum codicibus, quos ego sane vidi”). 
The text underlying the Vulgate in this passage 
appears to embody a theologically motivated 
alteration of the meaning. The version of 
Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus. 
Valla Annot. rendered the Greek word-order 
more literally by omnes quidem non dormiemus. 
Both mss. of Manetti's version, strangely, con- 
trived to combine both readings into the follow- 
ing sel£contradictory wording: Omnes quidem 
resurgemus, sed non omnes immutabimur. Omnes 
quidem non dormiemus, Omnes autem immuta- 
bimur. Possibly it was Manetti’s intention that 
the first of these sentences should have been 
omitted. 


51 omnes tamen immutabimur vr&vtes 6E &A- 
Aeynoóus8a (“sed non omnes immutabimur" 
Vg.). The Vulgate reflects a Greek text having 
oU TrávTes SE &Aħaynoópeða, as in P“ N 
A*"' C D* F G and four later mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815, 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
2816, together with B D^" and about 570 later 
mss. (cf. Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 317-21). See also the previous note, and 
Annot. The rendering proposed by Valla Annot. 
was sed omnes immutabimur, and Lefèvre put 
omnes autem immutabimur. 


52 puncto temporis &tóuœ (“momento” Vg; 
"puncto" 1516). A similar substitution occurs 
in rendering oTtypi] xpóvou at Le. 4,5 (1519). 
See Annot. The version of Lefèvre had indiuisibili, 
as advocated by Valla Annot. 


52 momento piri) (“ictu” Vg). In 1516 Annot., 
Erasmus inserts Ti before itr}, without sup- 
port from his Basle mss. His substitution of 
momento seems to have been partly influenced 
by the existence of a Greek variant, pomij, 
which he cites from Jerome Epist. 119, Ad 
Mineruium (CSEL 55, p. 450): see Annot. This 
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reading is also exhibited by p“ D* F G and 
a few later mss., including 2816*"4, A sugges- 
tion of Valla Axnot. was that the original 
Vulgate reading may have been zictu, mean- 
ing “blink” (as ictu, less appropriately, has the 
sense of a violent blow). Lefévre preferred 
iactu. 

52 per extremam tubam tv Tij toyét odA- 
mıyyı (“in nouissima tuba” Vg; “in extrema 
tuba” 1516). See on Rom. 1,17 for per, and on 
Iob. 12,48 for extremus. Manetti put in vltima 
tuba. 


52 Canet enim oañmiosı yáp ("Canet enim 
tuba" 1516 = late Vg). Either rendering is 
legitimate. Erasmus restores the earlier Vulgate 
reading: see Annot. The version of Manetti had 
Tubicinabitur enim, and Lefevre clanget enim. 


52 incorruptibiles &oBaproi (“incorrupti” 1516 
= Vg.). C£. on Rom. 1,23, where Erasmus prefers 
immortalis, and on 1 Cor. 9,25, where he uses 
aeternus. At the present passage, in 1519, he 
used the same rendering as Lefèvre. 


53 incorruptibilitatem &gPapoiav (“incorrupti- 
onem" late Vg.; "corruptibilitatem" 1527 Lat.). 
See on vs. 42 and on Rom. 2,7. The omission 
of two letters by the typesetters of the 1527 
edition gave a completely opposite sense to 
this word. In 1516, Erasmus adopted the same 
wording as Lefévre. 


54 corruptibile .. et TÒ pOaptov ... Kai (Vg. 
omits). The Vulgate omission is supported by 
P“ N * C* 088 and a few later mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 
1, 2105, 2816, and also N œ" B Cert vid (D) and 
most later mss. The shorter reading seems to 
have arisen from a scribal error of parablepsis, 
passing from Tó before q8apróv to Tó before 
OvnTÓv, omitting one or two complete lines of 
text. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus omits ToUTo 
after oGapróv, and puts évSUceta for évBu- 
onta (1st.). The version of Lefèvre was again 
the same as that of Erasmus, while Manetti had 
incorruptionem (as in the late Vulgate rendering 
of vs. 53) instead of incorruptibilitatem. 


54 immortalitatem &8avaciav (“mortalitatem” 
1516 Lat.). The 1516 rendering, which conveys 
the opposite of what is meant by the adjacent 
Greek text, is probably a printer’s error. 


54 in victoriam els vikog (“in victoria" Vg.). 
Erasmus represents the Greek prepositional 
phrase more accurately. Cf. Annot. 
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55 oU cou, Oávare, TÒ KévTpov; ToU 
cou, &5n, TÒ vikos; 1d Bb kévrpov 
TOU 8avé&rou, fj épaprior f Sè Suvanis 
THs ópapríos, ó vópos. * rà SE 0: 
x&pis, TH S1S6vT1 Hiv TÒ vikos, 51& ToU 
Kupiou qudv 'Incoà Xpiotot. "8 Gore, 
&eApoi pou àyamnToi, s&paioi yive- 
oe, dpetakivntol, Tepicoevovtes By TH 
Epyc ToU kupíou davtote, eibóTes Sti 
Ó Kórros Univ OUK EoT! Kevós £v kupico. 


1 Tlepi è tis Aoyias Tis eis 

tous &ylous, ®otep Siérata 
Tals ékxAnoiais tis Fadatias, oUTcs 
Kal Gyeis tromjoate. ?karà uíav cap- 
Pérow, EkaoTos Gpóv Trap’ gauTe T10- 
Tw, Onoaupigev 6 Ti dv evoSdta, iva 
Lt) órav EA0c, TÓTe Aoyion yiveovTat. 


16,2 yivevta A C-E: yivovtat B 


58 immobiles B-E: et immobiles 4 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


5Vbi tuus mors aculeus? Vbi tua 
inferne victoria? ^ *Aculeus autem 
mortis, peccatum: potentia vero pec- 
cati, lex. "Sed deo gratia, qui de- 
dit nobis victoriam, per dominum 
nostrum lesum Christum. "Itaque 
fratres mei dilecti, stabiles sitis, im- 
mobiles, abundantes in opere domi- 
ni semper, quum sciatis quod labor 
vester non est inanis in domino. 


1 Caeterum de collatione in 

sanctos, quemadmodum  or- 
dinaui ecclesiis Galatiae, ita et vos 
facite. ?In vna sabbatorum vnusquis- 
que vestrum apud se seponat, recon- 
dens quicquid commodum fuerit: ne 
quum venero, tunc collationes fiant. 


16,1 collatione in B-E: collecta, erga A | 2 se seponat C-E: sese ponat A B | collationes B-E: 


collectae 4 


55 Vbi tuus mors aculeus? Vbi tua inferne victoria? 
trol cou, Oávarre, TO kévrpov; TroU cou, Gdn, 
TÒ vikos; ("Vbi est mors, victoria tua? Vbi est 
mors, stimulus tuus?" Vg.). The Vulgate render- 
ing corresponds with a Greek text transposing 
kévtpov and vikos, and substituting Odverre for 
&5n, as in P“ N * B C 088 and three later mss. 
Several of these mss. incorrectly change vikos 
to velkos. It is sometimes alleged that &5n 
(“Hades”) is a harmonisation with the Septuagint 
rendering of Hos. 13,14. An alternative possibi- 
lity is that the replacement of &5n by 6&varre 
in a few mss. was a harmonisation with the 
immediate context, prompted by the use of 
6&vorre earlier in the present verse and by Tò 
SE kévrpov ToU Oavárou in vs. 56. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 
1, 2105, 2816, together with A*" and about 
550 later mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 2, pp. 321-5). See Annot. The substitution 
of aculeus (“sting”) for stimulus (“goad”) occurs 
also in vs. 56, in accordance with the Vulgate 
rendering of Ap. lob. 9,10, though Erasmus 


keeps stimulus at Act. 9,5; 26,14. The Greek 
word, kévrpov, can bear both meanings, depen- 
ding on the context. In word-order, Erasmus 
closely follows Lefévre, with the exception that 
the latter retained stimulus. Manetti had Vbi 
est mors stimulus tuus? vbi est inferne victoria 
tua? (though the scribe of Pal Lat. 45 at first 
followed the Vulgate word-order). 


56 Aculeus TÒ ... «évrpov (“Stimulus” Vg.). See 
the previous note. 


57 Sed deo té St 8e (“Deo autem” Vg.). See 
on Job, 1,26. 


57 gratia yapis (“gratias” Vg.). See on Rom. 
6,17, and Annot. The same change was proposed 
by Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 


58 sitis ylvecOe (“estote” Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 
14,20. 


58 immobiles &yeraxivrror (“et immobiles" 
1516 Lat. = Vg.). The Vulgate addition of et has 
little ms. support other than cod. A, which 
adds kai before &tueroxívnroi. See Annot. The 
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conjunction was likewise omitted by Manetti 
and Lefévre. 


58 opere x&ó Épyco ("omni opere" late Vg.). The 
late Vulgate addition lacks Greek ms. support, 
and seems to reflect a partial harmonisation 
with passages such as 2 Cor. 9,8; Col. 1,10. 
Erasmus' correction agreed with the wording 
of the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti 


and Lefèvre. 


58 quum sciatis lores (“scientes” Vg.). Erasmus 
no doubt wished to ensure that the preceding 
word, TrávToe (semper), was understood as be- 
longing to trepiooevovtes rather than eloóres. 
Lefévre sought to achieve the same result by 
positioning semper after abundantes. 


16,1 Caeterum de collatione Viepi 5è vfjs Aoyias 
(“De collectis autem” Vg., "Caeterum de col- 
lecta" 1516). For caeterum, see on Act. 6,2. A 
similar substitution of collatio, in 1519, occurs 
in rendering Aoyía in the following verse. In 
translating the related word, evAoyia, Erasmus 
also puts bona collatio for benedictio at 2 Cor. 9,5 
(1519), and uses benigna collatio at 2 Cor. 9,6 
(1519 only). The term collatio was more wide- 
spread in classical usage, for referring to the 
collection of financial contributions. Further, 
the Vulgate use of the plural lacks support 
from Greek mss. See Annot. The suggestion of 
Valla Annot. was that collectis should be replaced 
by the singular, collecta, as adopted by Erasmus’ 
1516 edition. Lefèvre put De collectione autem. 


1 in sanctos tÑs els Tous &ylous ("quae fiunt 
in sanctos" Vg.; "erga sanctos" 1516). Erasmus 
treated Tíjs as superfluous for the purpose of 
translation. For the Vulgate use of the plural, 
quae fiunt, see on collectis in the previous note. 
For erga, used in 1516, see on Act. 3,25. Lefévre 
put quae fit in sanctos, and the use of quae fit 
was also advocated in Valla Annot. 


1 quemadmodum cop (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre made the same change. 


1 ecclesiis vodg &xAncíons ("in ecclesiis" late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate preposition is unsuppor- 
ted by Greek mss. Erasmus’ wording is the 
same as that of the earlier Vulgate, Manetti 
and Lefèvre. Ambrosiaster (1492) had ecclesie 
(dative singular). 


2 In vna katà uiav (“Per vnam" Vg.). Erasmus 
adopts a more natural Latin turn of phrase, 
though without fully conveying the sense re- 
quired by the context, which was "on the first 
day of each week". 
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2 sabbatorum caPBdtoov ("sabbati Vg). The 
Vulgate use of the singular possibly reflects 
a Greek text having capférou, as in codd. 
sor A B C D FG I*4 088 and a few 
other mss. However, since the Vulgate uses 
the singular in rendering cof Bé&rov at several 
other passages (cf. on Joh. 20,1), its underlying 
Greek text here is uncertain. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, accompanied by 1, 2105, 
2816, with Ne" 9 and most later mss. See 
Annot. The same change was proposed by Valla 
Annot., Manetti (who spelled it as sabatorum) 
and Lefévre. 


2 apud se seponat map’ &xuró TIBET (apud 
se reponat" late Vg; "apud sese ponat" 
1516-19). Cod. 2815 added mı after TéT. 
Erasmus, in 1516-19, gave a more literal ren- 
dering of the Greek verb. For sese, see on Job. 
7,35. The change to se seponat in 1522 could 
have been an arbitrary change of word-division 
by the printer, though seponat is appropriate to 
the context and found in some editions of 
the late Vulgate. Manetti had apud semet ipsum 
ponat, while Lefévre put apud se ponat, as in the 
earlier Vulgate. 


2 quicquid commodum fuerit © Tı Sv cob: 
(*quod ei bene placuerit" Vg.). Erasmus' use of 
quicquid is more accurate. The Vulgate rendering 
of eüobóyrot appeared so wide of the mark that 
Erasmus speculated in Annot., that the Vulgate 
had followed a Greek text having evSdéxntat. 
However, his adoption of commodum, promp- 
ted by the use of commode in Lefèvre, still fell 
short of the required meaning. In Annot., more 
aptly, he proposed quicquid deo prospero contigerit. 
Cf. the Vulgate use of prospere ago for the same 
Greek verb at 3 Job. 2. Valla Annot., questionably, 
suggested that the Greek expression referred to 
a quantity which was leuis or facile. Manetti put 
quodcunque sibi placuerit, and Lefévre quodcunque 
commode potest. 


2 ne iva pr ("vt non" Vg.). See on Joh. 3,20. 
Manetti had vt cum non venero, perhaps following 
a different Greek text. 


2 téte. This word was omitted in cod. 2815, 
contrary to the testimony of nearly all other 
mss. 


2 collationes ħoyiœ (“collectae” 1516 = Vg). 
See on vs. 1. Lefévre put collectiones. 


2 yiveovtou, The reading yivovtai, used in the 
1519 edition, seems to have been an accidental 
change. It was not derived from cod. 3. 
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*órav St mapayivwpar, ots èv 
Soxipadnte S1 EtriotoAdv, ToUTOUS 


méu| yoo &treveyxeiv Thy xápw Üpóv 
eis "lepouceArjg. ‘*8av SE A ägiov 


TOU  Képgé Tropeveobor,  oUv  épol 
TopeUcovTan. | $&AeUcouon BE Tps 
Ouds, Stav MaxeSoviav 81i£A0cí. Ma- 


KeSoviav yàp Bipyouoi.  $mpós Ops 
Se Tuxyóv mapapev&æ, 7 Kal mapa- 


XEluaow, va Gyeis pe trpoTrép- 
whte of iàv tropevoopan. 7où 


BAw yàp nds det: èv trapd&e 
iBélv, éAtrifw Sè ypdvov mwà èm- 
pevar mpòs Úuðşs, òv ó KUpios 
èmiTtpémy.  *erripevdd SE èv Epio 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


3Vbi venero autem, quoscunque pro- 
baueritis per epistolas, hos mittam 
vt | perferant munificentiam vestram 
Hierosolymam. ‘Quod si fuerit ope- 
rae precium vt et ipse proficiscar, me- 
cum proficiscentur. ?Veniam autem 
ad vos, quum Macedoniam transiero. 
Macedoniam enim pertransiturus sum. 
$Apud vos autem forte permanebo, 
aut etiam hybernabo, vt vos me de- 
ducatis quocunque proficiscar. "Nolo 
enim vos nunc in transcursu videre, 
sed spero tempus aliquantum man- 
surum me apud vos, si dominus per- 
miserit. * Commorabor autem Ephesi, 


3 autem B-E: autem ad vos A | munificentiam B-E: beneficentiam Æ | Hierosolymam B-E: 
in Hierusalem A (compend,) | 4 operae precium D E; opereprecium A, operaepretium B C | 
5 pertransiturus B-E: aditurus A | 6 hybernabo B-E: hyemabo A | 7 in4BDE:om.C | 


8 Commorabor B-E: Commoror A 


3 Vbi venero autem Stav SE Trapayévopar 
(“Cum autem praesens fuero" Vg.; "Vbi venero 
autem ad vos" 1516). Erasmus’ addition of ad 
vos in 1516 seems to have been for the sake of 
clarity, rather than reflecting a different Greek 
text, though a few late mss. add rrpós Up&s. For 
vbi, see on 1 Cor. 13,10. Erasmus elsewhere re- 
tains praesens in rendering the different Greek 
verb, vrápewu, at several passages. The verb 
mapayivopa: is more commonly translated by 
venio or aduenio: cf. on Act. 21,18. Manetti had 
Cum autem affuero, and Lefèvre Cum autem 
venero. 


3 quoscumque ods è&v (“quos” Vg.) Erasmus 
is more precise here: cf. his use of quicquid 
for 6 T1 &v in the previous verse. This change 
produced agreement with the wording of Am- 
brosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


3 SokıuáčnTe. This substitution of the pres- 
ent subjunctive lacks ms. support, and could 
have been an arbitrary correction. Nearly all 
mss. have Boxip&one, including those which 
Erasmus usually consulted. 


3 ut perferant &vsveyxeiv (“perferre” Vg.). Cod. 
2815 has &veveyxeiv, with little or no other ms. 
support. Erasmus, as usual, avoids the infinitive 
of purpose. Manetti had ot afferant, and Lefèvre 
ad perferendam. 


3 munificentiam thy x&pw (“gratiam” Vg.; "be- 
neficentiam" 1516). As indicated in Annot., 
xapis here refers to charitable gifts rather 
than divine grace. For the same reason, Eras- 
mus adopts beneficentia for y&pis at 2 Cor. 
8,6, 7, 9, 19. He does not use the more empha- 
tic word, munificentia, elsewhere in the N.T. 


3 Hierosolymam ds ‘lepovoaAyy (“in Hierusa- 
lem" 1516 = Vg.). See on Act. 1,8; 8,27. 

4 fuerit operae precium Ñ &&ov ("dignum fuerit" 
Vg.). Erasmus uses the expression operae precium 
just once elsewhere, in rendering &voykaios 
at Phil. 2,25, in the sense of “worthwhile” or 
"important". See Annot. At 2 Thess. 1,3, he 
replaces dignum est with par est. The Vulgate 
reflects the word-order &£iov fj, as in P% N er 
A B C 088 and some later mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2815, 
and also iN * D F G and most later mss. 


4 et ipse kàpé (“ego” late Vg. and many Vg. 
mss., with Vg"; "et ego" some Vg. mss., with 
Vg“). The late Vulgate omission of et lacks 
Greek ms. support. For ipse, see on 1 Cor. 7,40. 
Manetti had et ego. 

4 proficiscar ... proficiscentur Topeuecbat ... To- 
peucovrai ("eam ... ibunt" Vg.). A similar sub- 
stitution of proficiscor for eo occurs in vs. 6, and 
also at Mt. 2,8; 10,7; Lc. 14,31 (1519); Act. 27,3; 
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1 Tim. 1,3, in accordance with Vulgate usage 
at Rom. 15,24-5; 1 Petr. 3,22. See also on Job. 
7,33. Lefévre made the same change. 


5 transtero 616000 (“pertransiero” Vg.). See on 
Act, 8,4 for Erasmus’ removal of pertranseo at 
several other passages. However, he retains per- 
transeo for Giépyopon later in the present verse, 
and also at Act. 8,40; 15,3. At 2 Cor. 1,16, he 
even substitutes pertranseo for transeo. At the 
present passage, the change is mainly for stylistic 
variety. Manetti had the spelling pertransiuero. 


5 Macedoniam enim Maxebovíav yép (“nam 
Macedoniam" Vg.) See on 1 Cor. 9,10. The 
same change was made by Manetti and Lefévre. 


5 pertransiturus sum diépyouat ("pertransibo" 
Vg.; "aditurus sum" 1516). Erasmus’ use of the 
future participle conveys the sense that the 
apostle's proposed journey through Macedonia 
would soon take place. For the occurrence of 
the future participle elsewhere, see on Rom. 2,6. 
That the present tense of the Greek verb did 
not need to be taken literally is indicated by 
the reference to Ephesus in vs. 8, from which 
it appears that the apostle was not yet in Ma- 
cedonia at the time of writing this epistle. See 
Annot., and cf. on Job. 4,25 (venturus). Lefèvre 
had pertranseo. 


6 forte ruyóv ("forsitan" Vg.). Elsewhere Eras- 
mus retains forsitan for locos at Lc. 20,13, and 
for téya at Rom. 5,7; Phm. 15. Lefèvre made 
the same change here. 


6 permanebo Tapapeva (“manebo” Vg.). This 
change is consistent with Vulgate usage at the 
other two N.T. passages where this Greek verb 
occurs: at Hebr. 7,23; Iac. 1,25. The same sub- 
stitution was made by Lefévre. 


6 aut ñ ("vel" Vg.). See on Job. 2,6. Cod. 2815 
omits fj, contrary to the testimony of most 
other mss., apart from D^" F G. Once more 
Erasmus has the same rendering as Lefèvre. 


6 bybernabo mapaysıiuáow ("hyemabo" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Act. 27,12, and Annot. 


6 proficiscar mopevwpai (“iero” Vg.). See on 
vs. 4. Lefévre made the same change. 

7 nunc &pri (“modo” Vg.). Similar changes, in 
the Epistles, occur at Gal. 1,10; 4,20. See fur- 
ther on Joh. 9,25. In the present context, the 
Vulgate expression is liable to be misunder- 
stood as meaning "only" rather than "now". 
Erasmus' choice of wording agrees with that 
of Ambrosiaster (1492). 
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7 in èv (omitted in 1522 Lat.). Like many other 
variations of the 1522 edition, this omission 


was probably only a printer's error. The separate 
1521 Latin N.T. retained in. 


7 transcursu napóðw ("transitu" Vg.). Although 
the Vulgate rendering is sufficiently accurate, 
Erasmus felt that, in this context, the Greek 
word implied a hasty visit: see Annot. 


7 sed spero thrrilo 8€ ("spero enim” Vg.). The 
Vulgate is based on a Greek text having éAtriZco 
yap, as in PB“ N A B C D F G 088 and 
some other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816 and most 
other late mss. Both Manetti and Lefévre put 
spero autem. 


7 tempus aliquantum mansurum me xpóvov 
Tiv& étripeivar ("me aliquantulum temporis 
manere" late Vg). The late Vulgate use of 
aliquantulum, implying a very little time, is 
inconsistent with Paul's previous suggestion of 
remaining with the Corinthians for the whole 
winter. At two other passages (Act. 15,33; 18,23), 
Erasmus prefers aliquantum temporis rather than 
aliquantum tempus. Further examples of his use 
of the future participle following spero are 
seen at Lc. 6,34; 23,8 (both in 1519); Act. 26,7; 
2 Cor. 13,6; Phil. 2,19, 23; 3 Iob. 14, in accord- 
ance with Vulgate usage at Act. 3,5. For other 
uses of the future participle, see on Rom. 2,6. 
The position of me is not affected by any 
difference of Greek text, as the latter does not 
here use a personal pronoun. Erasmus’ render- 
ing resembles that of Ambrosiaster (1492), me 
aliquantum temporis mansurum. Manetti had per 
aliquantulum tempus permanere, and Lefèvre tem- 
pore quodam ... permanere, placing permanere 
after apud vos. 


8 Commorabor imipev® (“Permanebo” Vg. 
“Commoror” 1516 Lat.). For Erasmus’ use of 
commoror, see on Act. 18,18. In the previous 
verse, he was content to retain maneo for the 
same Greek verb. For the variety of render- 
ings which he employed for émripévoo, see on 
Act. 21,10. The use of the present tense in his 
1516 Latin version was based on cod. 2817, 
which (like codd. 69 and 2816) is accented as 
étripéveo. This was in conflict with the adjacent 
Greek column, which had the future tense, 
étripevdo, as found in cod. 2815, and also in 
codd. 1, 3, 2105. The difference was further dis- 
cussed in Erasmus’ Apolog. resp. Iac. Lop. Stun., 
ASD IX, 2, p. 190, Il. 460-463. Ambrosiaster 
(1492) and Lefévre put Manebo. 
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Éos Tis mevtnkoorňs. —?60pa ydp 
por &véoye peycAn Kal èvepyńs, Kal 
avtikelpevor TroAAol. 

Edy B& AON Tinddeos, PAétreTe 
iva &pópos yévnroi mpós óuàg TÒ 
yap Épyov kupiou épyddetai, as Kal 
étyo. Huh tis oóv aùTtòv Eoubevi- 
On, Tporáuyare SÈ atrtév èv eiptvn, 
iva €A@n pds ue. ExSExouar yàp av- 
TOV perà TOv G5eApav. mepi St 
ATroAA® ToU &&eApoU, TWoAAG map- 
ek&Aeca aUTÓv, iva £A0n Trpós Upas 
perà TOv &beApav Kal mdavtws ovK 
fv Béna iva viv EAOn. EAeUCETAI 
56 Stav evKanprion. 

PB[onyopeire, ottkete èv Ti Ti- 
oTel, avdpiZeobe, kpatTaioŬŭoðe. tráv- 
Ta Udy iv åyánņ yıvéoĝðw. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


vsque ad diem quinquagesimum. 
?Nam hostium mihi apertum est mag- 
num et efficax et aduersarii multi. 

10 Quod si venerit Timotheus, vide- 
te vt absque metu sit apud vos: opus 
enim domini operatur, quemadmo- 
dum et ego. "Ne quis igitur eum 
spernat, sed prosequamini eum cum 
pace, vt veniat ad me. Expecto enim 
illum cum fratribus. "Porro de Apol- 
lo fratre: multum hortatus sum illum, 
vt iret ad vos cum fratribus, et omnino 
non erat voluntas nunc eundi. Ventu- 
rus est autem quum opportunitatem 
erit nactus. 

BVigilate, state in fide, viriliter 
agite, estote fortes. “Omnia vobis 
cum charitate fiant. 


10 enim B-E: om. A | 11 prius cum B-E:in A | 12 opportunitatem B-E: oportunitatem 4 | 


14 cum B-E: in A 


8 diem quinquagesimum ris Tevtnkootis (“Pen- 
tecosten" Vg.). Erasmus argues in Annot., that 
Paul was not referring to the Jewish feast of 
Pentecost, but that the apostle was stating the 
actual length of time he would stay in Ephesus. 
The same point reappears in the Quae Per 
Interpretem Commissa, and is further discussed 
in the Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, 
p. 190, Il. 463-472. Manetti had pentecostem. 


9 Nam hostium úpa yap ("Ostium enim" 
Vg.). See on Job. 3,34 for nam. The use of ho- 
stium, as an alternative spelling of ostium (neu- 
ter singular), also occurs at Mc. 1,33 (1516-22 
only). Despite the possibility of confusion with 
the genitive plural of hostis, this spelling some- 
times occurred in mss. of classical texts. Else- 
where, at twenty-three other passages, Erasmus 
has ostium. Lefévre put nam ianua. 


9 efficax tvepyńs (euidens" Vg). A similar 
substitution occurs at Phm. 6, in accordance 
with the Vulgate rendering of Hebr. 4,12, these 
being the only other N.T. passages where the 
Greek word occurs. Erasmus further uses efficax 
in rendering évepyéw at Gal. 2,8; lac. 5,16. In 
Annot., he suggests that the Greek text underlying 
the Vulgate may have been évapyijs, a variant 
which is found in cod. B at Hebr. 4,12 but does 


not seem to enjoy ms. support at the present 
passage. Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre all 
made the same correction as Erasmus. 


9 et (2nd.) kai. In Annot., Erasmus hints that 
a different Greek text is reflected by the use of 
sed in Jerome’s translation of this passage for 
his commentary on Joe! 1,1 (CCSL 76, p. 161). 
The same rendering was to be seen in Ambrosi- 
aster (1492). In view of the uniformity of Greek 
ms. support for kai, it seems more likely that 
sed was just a different translation of the same 
Greek word, understanding it in an adversative 
sense: cf. on Toh. 7,19. 

10 Quod si Eav Sé ("Si autem" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 2,25. 

10 absque metu &póßws ("sine timore" Vg.). 
For absque, see on lob. 8,7; Rom. 3,21. Other 
substitutions of metus for timor occur in ren- 
dering oópos at Mt. 14,26; Hebr. 2,15. However, 
Erasmus retains sine timore at Lc. 1,74, and 
generally prefers timor to metus. Cf. also absque 
vilius timore for &pdBors at Iud. 12. At Phil. 
1,14, he replaces sine timore with impauide. At 
the present passage, Manetti put intrepide, and 
Lefévre secure. 


10 enim yap (omitted in 1516 Lat). The 
1516 omission, which lacks ms. authority, was 
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probably inadvertent. Lefévre began this clause 
with Nam opus. 


10 quemadmodum cos (“sicut” Vg). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre had vt. 


11 eum (twice) adtév (“illum” Vg.). Seeing that 
Erasmus retains ¿ium later in the verse, these 
changes appear to be mainly for the sake of 
stylistic variety. Manetti put ipsum (three times), 


and Lefèvre illum ... eum ... eum. 


11 sed prosequamini wporréuwyarre 5€ (“deducite 
autem" Vg.). For sed, see on Job. 1,26. A similar 
substitution of prosequor occurs in rendering 
KaGiotnpl at Act. 17,15 (1519): see ad loc. For 
Erasmus’ treatment of deduco elsewhere, see on 
Rom. 15,24. Manetti had Premittite autem, and 
Lefévre sed conducentes, praemittite. 


11 cum (1st) iv ("in" 1516 - Vg). See on 
Rom. 1,4. 


12 Porro de Apollo wepi 5è Amo (“De 
Apollo autem” Vg.). See on Job. 8,16. 


12 fratre toU. &öeApoŭ (fratre, vobis notum 
facio quoniam" late Vg.) The late Vulgate 
wording corresponds with the addition of 8nA® 
bpiv Stt in codd. N* D* F G. In Annot., 
Erasmus seems to indicate that some Greek 
mss. omit ToU &SeApot, though these two 
words are in all his Basle mss. This passage is 
assigned to the Quae Per Interpretem Commissa. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same correction 
as Erasmus. 


12 hortatus sum trapexdAeoa (“rogaui” Vg.). 
See on Act. 27,22. Manetti put exbortatus sum, 
and Lefèvre adhortatus sum. 


12 illum otrtév (“eum” Vg.). There was little 
need for this further change of pronoun. In 
vs. 11, as already seen, Erasmus twice changed 
illum to eum. Ambrosiaster also had illum (placed 
before rogaui, in the 1492 edition). Manetti 
substituted ipsam, which he positioned before 
exhortatus sum. 


12 iret .. nunc eundi ENON) ... iva viv FAG 
(“veniret ... vt nunc veniret” Vg.). Since Eras- 
mus retains venio in the final part of the verse, 
these substitutions of the verb co seem to have 
been for the sake of varying the vocabulary. 
His use of a gerund, ewndi, avoided the exact 
repetition of iret. Lefèvre had proficisceretur ... 
vt nunc iret. 


12 omnino wavtws (“vtique” Vg.). See on Act. 
21,22, and Annot. The same change was made 
by Manetti and Lefèvre. 
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12 erat fjv ("fuit Vg.). Erasmus gives a more 
literal rendering of the Greek imperfect tense. 
See Annot. 


12 voluntas 9&rpa: ("voluntas eius" late Vg. 
= Vg. 1527; “ei voluntas" Annot., lemma). The 
1527 Vulgate column had the same wording as 
the 1491 and 1514 Froben Vulgates and the 
Vulgate column of Lefévre. Although the late 
Vulgate addition of eius (or ei) was a legitimate 
expansion of the meaning, it lacks explicit justi- 
fication from Greek mss. See Annot. The correc- 
tion made by Erasmus agreed with the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


12 Venturus est thesoetat ("Veniet" Vg.). For 
Erasmus’ more frequent use of the future 
participle, see on Rom. 2,6. Lefèvre put ibit. 


12 opportunitatem erit nactus eUkcaptyar (“ei va- 
cuum fuerit" Vg.). Erasmus uses this idiom in 
rendering koipóv petoAapPdveo at Act. 24,25: 
see ad loc. The Vulgate expression nevertheless 
has good classical precedent. At Act. 17,21, 
Erasmus retains vaco for evxaipéo. Similarly, 
in rendering the same Greek verb at Mc. 6,31, 
having in 1516 replaced spatium babeo by oportu- 
nitatem habeo, he subsequently preferred to sub- 
stitute vaco. In 1516 Arnot., he used the spelling 
evxauproer. Ambrosiaster (1492) and Lefèvre 
had oportunum fuerit, while Valla Annot. offered 
oportunum erit, and Manetti oportunitas dabitur. 


13 estote fortes xpataroŭoðe ("et confortamini" 
Vg.). Elsewhere, in rendering this verb, Erasmus 
substitutes corroboro at Lc. 1,80; 2,40 (both in 
1519), following Vulgate usage at Eph. 3,16. For 
his removal of conforto from the N.T., see on 
Act. 9,19. The Vulgate addition of et corre- 
sponds with the reading kal kpatoioto@e in 
codd. A D and a few later mss. Both Manetti 
and Lefévre had confortamini, omitting et. 


14 omnia vrávra ("omnia enim" late Vg.). The 
late Vulgate addition of enim lacks Greek ms. 
support: see Annot. The correction which Eras- 
mus made was in agreement with the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


14 vobis Gud ("vestra" Vg.). Erasmus perhaps 
wished to avoid the ambiguity of vestra, which 
could be misunderstood as an ablative, agreeing 
with charitate. In the Greek word-order, óucv 
connects more naturally with tévta rather 
than &yérn. 


14 cum èv (“in” 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,4. 
This change made use of the same word as 
Ambrosiaster (1492). 
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5[TTapoxaAG Sè úps, &beAgoí, oï- 
Sate thv olkíav Trepava, S11 éotiv 
é&trapy?) tis Ayatas, kai el; SiaKoviav 
Tois aylois Éra£av éaurous, iva Kai 
Üueis UTroTáconoOs rois TolowToIs, Kai 
Travtl TÀ cuvepyoUvTi Kal Kor Ovi. 
Vyaipeo St imi ti Tapoucia Trepa- 
võ kai Douptouvatou Kal AyaikoU, óTi 
TO Ouóv ÜcTépnua, oUToi dveTrAT|pw- 
cav: Péóyéraucav yàp TÒ ipóv mveO- 
p kal TÒ Gud’ Errrywvoookere ov TOUS 
TOIOUTOUS. 

D Aatradovtai Up&s ai &«Anoíot Tis 
Actas. dotraCovtai Guas Ev kupiw TOÀ- 
Aà AkuAas kal MpioxtAAa, oùv Ti) Kat’ 
ofkov aùtõv éxkAnoia. ” domdZovrai 
Üp&s of &SeAQol Trávres. &korácacs åA- 
AnAous èv piAń | pot &yíco. ?!'O dotra- 
cuós Ti ut] xapi avou. “Ei Tis of 
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%QObsecro autem vos fratres: no- 
stis familiam Stephanae esse primiti- 
as Achaiae, et quod in ministerium 
sanctis ordinarunt se ipsos, ‘vt et 
vos subditi sitis talibus, et omni 
adiuuanti et laboranti. 17 Gaudeo 
vero de aduentu Stephanae et For- 
tunati et Achaici: quoniam id quod 
mihi deerat vestri, hi  suppleue- 
runt:  Prefocillauerunt enim spiri- 
tum meum ac vestrum: agnoscite 
itaque huiusmodi. 

PSalutant vos ecclesiae Asiae. 
Salutant vos in domino multum 
Aquila et Priscilla, cum ea quae in 
domo est ipsorum ecclesia. ”Salu- 
tant vos fratres omnes. Sa|lutate 
inuicem osculo sancto.  ?!'Salutatio 
mea manu Pauli ?Si quis non 


15 quod B-E: om. A | 16 subditi B-E: subditaeA | 17 hi BE: lid | 18 ac B-E: etA | 


20 osculo B-E: in osculo A 


15 familiam tiv olkíav (“domum” Vg.). See 
on 1 Cor. 1,16, and Annot. 


15 Stephanae Zeqavà ("Stephanae et Fortunati 
et Achaici" late Vg.). The late Vulgate corre- 
sponds with the addition of kal Doptouvatou 
xai Ayaixot in codd. C*"'4 F G and a few later 
mss. In Xe" D and a few later mss., just Kai 
Moptouvétou is added, agreeing with the 
earlier Vulgate reading, Stephanae et Fortunati. 
These insertions probably arose by harmonisa- 
tion with vs. 17. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, as well 
as P“ N * A B C™ and most later mss. See 
Annot. The same correction was made by Manetti 
and Lefévre. 


15 esse primitias 671 totly &rrapyr) (“quoniam 
sunt primitiae" Vg.). Erasmus' substitution of 
the accusative and infinitive construction avoi- 
ded the need to decide whether the subject was 
plural or singular. Manetti put quod est primaria, 
and Lefèvre quod sunt primitiae. 


15 et quod xai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus adds 
quod, to make clear that the following clause 


is a continuation of what the Corinthians 
"knew". Lefévre made the same change. 


15 sanctis tois &ylois (“sanctorum” Vg.). Eras- 
mus is more literal here. The Vulgate use of 
sanctorum could be misunderstood as a subjec- 
tive genitive, referring to ministry exercised 
“by” the saints, instead of "to" or “towards” 
them. Lefèvre substituted o£ ministrent sanctis 
for ministerium sanctorum. 

15 ordinarunt Erafav (“ordinauerunt” Vg.). 
For Erasmus’ use of the abbreviated form of 
the perfect tense, see on Rom. 1,25. 

16 subditi sitis STotéoonobe (“subditae sitis" 
1516). In 1516, the use of the feminine, subditae, 
was presumably a typesetting error, as it does 
not agree with fratres in vs. 15. 

16 talibus ois To1owTois (“eiusmodi” Vg). See 
on 1 Cor. 5,1. The same wording was used by 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 

16 adiuuanti 16 ovuvepyoUvm (“cooperanti” 
Vg.). See on Rom. 8,28. 

16 xomdévti. Cod. 2815 has the misspelling, 
KOTTIOUVTL. 
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17 vero 86 (“autem” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,26. 


17 de aduentu &r ti vapovoia (“in praesentia" 
Vg). Either rendering is legitimate. A similar 
substitution of aduentus occurs at 2 Petr. 1,16, 
in accordance with the usual Vulgate rendering 
of trapovota elsewhere, though Erasmus retains 
praesentia at 2 Cor. 10,10; Phil. 2,12. At Phil. 
1,26, he replaces aduentus with reditus. In Annot., 


he cites the text as £v trapoucia, contrary to 
his Basle mss. (in cod. 2105, the whole clause 
was omitted). For his use of de, see on Rom. 
16,19. Lefèvre put in aduentu. 


17 id quod mibi deerat vestri Tò Upav Go répnua 
(“id quod vobis deerat" Vg.). As indicated in 
Annot., Sav is an objective genitive, implying 
that Paul missed the company of the Corinthi- 
ans, rather than a subjective genitive, referring 
to something which the Corinthians lacked. 
The Vulgate may reflect the substitution of Tò 
Uuétepov Uotépnua, as found in codd. B C D 
F G and a few other mss. Erasmus’ Greek text 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, with 1, 2105, 
2816, and also P% iN A and most later mss. 
Here Manetti put defectum vestrum, while Lefèvre 
had indigentiam meam (following a different 
Greek wording, TÒ Uotépnuc uou). 


17 bioóro ("ipsi" Vg.; "illi" 1516). The Vulgate 
reflects a Greek variant, avtoi, as in codd. 
A D F G and a few later mss. See Annot. 
The version of Lefèvre omitted the pronoun. 


18 refocillauerunt &vérravoay ("refecerunt" Vg.). 
See on Act. 20,12. Erasmus adopts the rendering 
of Lefèvre. 


18 spiritum meum TÒ pòv mveŭpa (“et meum 
spiritum" Vg.). Erasmus' rendering is less literal 
as to the word-order. The Vulgate insertion of 
et corresponds with the addition of kai before 
16 in codd. D* F G. The version of Lefèvre 
made the same change as Erasmus, while Manetti 
put meum spiritum. 


18 ac xai ("et" 1516 = Vg.). See on Iob. 1,25. 


18 agnoscite Emvyivoooxere ("Cognoscite" Vg). 
See on Joh. 8,43. 


18 itaque ov ("ergo" Vg.). See on Rom. 13,10. 
Lefèvre had igitur. 


18 buiusmodi vous TovoU Tous ("quae eiusmodi 
sunt" Vg. 1527; "qui etusmodi sunt" Vg. mss.). 
A similar removal of qui ... est occurs at 2 Cor. 
2,6-7. At a few other passages containing huius- 
modi or eiusmodi, Erasmus prefers the longer 
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form of wording: see on Rom. 16,18. The use of 
quae in the 1527 Vulgate column, following the 
Froben edition of 1514, was a mistake for qui. 
The change made by Erasmus gave the same 
wording as Ambrosiaster. Manetti put quod 
tales sunt. Lefèvre had qui huiusmodi sunt in his 
main text, and qui eiusmodi sunt in Comm. 


19 Salutant (2nd. &omáGovron (“Salutat” 
Vg. 1527). The singular verb which was used 
in the 1527 Vulgate column also occurred in 
the Froben Vulgates of 1491 and 1514, corre- 
sponding with the substitution of d&omdetan 
in codd. N C D and a few later mss. Erasmus’ 
adoption of a plural rendering agreed with the 
wording of the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre (both columns). 


19 Priscilla TpioxiAAa (“Prisca” Vg.). The Vul- 
gate reflects a Greek text substituting TIpicxa, 
as in codd. $ B and a few other mss. Although 
it has been suggested that TIpfoxiAAa is a scri- 
bal harmonisation with Act. 18,2, 26, it is also 
possible that TIpíoxa in the present passage is 
a harmonisation with Rom. 16,3; 2 Tim. 4,19. 
In P“, it is Tlpeioxas. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, in company with 1, 2105, 2816, 
as well as C D F G and most other mss. See 
Annot. This change gave the same rendering as 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


19 ea quae in domo est ipsorum TÑ Kat’ olkov 
ajUTóv (“domestica sua" Vg.). See on Rom. 16,5 
for the removal of domesticus. Erasmus’ trans- 
lation resembled that of Ambrosiaster (1492), 
ea que in domo eorum est. See Annot. The version 
of Manetti put domestica eorum. 


19 ecclesia txxAnoia (“ecclesia, apud quos et 
hospitor" late Vg.). The longer reading of the 
late Vulgate, corresponds with the addition of 
trap’ ols xoi €eviZopor in codd. D* (F G). 
Erasmus here restores the earlier Vulgate word- 
ing. See Annot. The same correction was made 
by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


20 fratres omnes oi &SeApol Trávres (“omnes 
fratres" late Vg.). Erasmus’ rendering follows 
the Greek word-order more closely, as in the 
earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


20 osculo £v qi Myuom (“in osculo” 1516 = Vg.). 
At other passages in the 1519 edition, a similar 
change occurs at 2 Cor. 13,12; 1 Petr. 5,14, 
though at Rom. 16,16 and 1 Thess, 5,26, Erasmus 
prefers cum osculo. See further on Joh. 1,26 for 
the instrumental sense of èv. 
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pià tov kKüpiov ‘Incotv Xpiotdv, 
to åváåðsua, papavabd. ZÁ ydpis 
ToU Kupiou 'InooU XpicToU ped’ óuóv. 
4H é&yámm pou perà mávrov Üpów 
tv Xpio TO "IncoU. aut. 


TIpós Kopivéious, Trpoxrn. 


Eypágn &rró DiMT TOV Sic Zrepav& 
kal Couprovvéárou Kal Ayaikot Kal 
Tipodéou. 


22 Christum A-C E: om. D 
Subscriptio Ad Corinthios, prior B-E: Finis 4 


22 diligit qiAéi (“amat” Vg.). A similar substi- 
tution occurs at Tit. 3,15, and also in render- 
ing &yarráco at 2 Petr. 2,15. Usually Erasmus 
follows the Vulgate in using amo for qiAéc, 
and diligo for é&yomráco. 


22 dominum tov kúpiov (dominum nostrum" 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate corresponds with the 
addition of uv in many later mss., including 
codd. 1, 2105, 2816. Erasmus’ change of wording 
agreed with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre. 


22 Christum Xpiotév (omitted in 1527 Lat.). 
In p“ N * A B C* and a few other mss., Inooŭv 
Xpiorrév is omitted. Erasmus’ Greek text follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 
2816, and also N ©" Cr D F G and most other 
mss. Probably the omission in the 1527 Latin 
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diligit dominum lesum Christum, 
sit anathema, maranatha. ^? Gratia 
domini lesu Christi sit vobiscum. 
*Dilectio mea cum omnibus vobis 
in Christo Iesu. Amen. 


Ad Corinthios, prior. 


Missa fuit e Philippis, per Stepha- 
nam et Fortunatum et Achaicum et 
Timotheum. 


rendering was inadvertent, as there was no such 
change in the Greek text which accompanied 
it. 


23 domini tot xupíou ("domini nostri" late 
Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate cor- 
responds with the addition of fju&w, as found 
in cod. A and many later mss. 


23 Xpiotov. This word is omitted in cod. 
2815, together with N* B and a few other 
mss., alongside some mss. of the earlier Vul- 
gate. Erasmus follows cod. 2817, supported by 
1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss., commencing 
with Ne AC DFG. 

23 sit vobiscum ved’ Sud. (“vobiscum” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 16,20 for the addition of sir. 

24 Dilectio y éxy&mm ( Charitas" Vg.). See on 
Tob. 13,35. Lefèvre made the same substitution. 
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Tlatiaos é&róooAos 'InooU XpioToU 

Sic Og narros Geo, Kai TipdG_os ó 
&SeA—ds, TH eKAnoian ToU G00 Tfj oon 
èv KopivOw, cuv rois &ylois Tr&ci Tois 
ovo £v 6A TH Ayate: ? xápis Úuīv Kal 
elptvn &rró Seo Tratpds Tddv, Kal ku- 
piou “Inoot Xpico0. 

SEvAoyntos ó Bós, Kai TraTHp ToU 
kupiou tay "Incoü Xpiotot, ó tarp 
TOV olkripuóv, Kod Bòs Tráoms mapa- 
KAtoeos, 46 TrapakaAóv yds èri Táo 


EPISTOLA PAVLI 
AD CORINTHIOS 
SECVNDA 


Paulus apostolus Iesu Christi per 

voluntatem dei, ac Timotheus fra- 
ter, congregationi dei quae est Co- 
rinthi, vna cum sanctis omnibus qui 
sunt in tota Achaia: gratia vobis 
et pax a deo patre nostro et domino 
Iesu Christo. 

3 Benedictus deus et pater domi- 
ni nostri lesu Christi, qui est pater 
misericordiarum, et deus omnis con- 
solationis, ‘consolans nos in omni 


Inscriptio tous E: om. A-D | 1,2 xpiovou B-E: xa Tic Tou A 


Inscriptio EPISTOLA .. 


SECVNDA E: AD CORINTHIOS SECVNDA A-C, ERASMI 


VERSIO D | 1,1 ac B-E: etA | congregationi B-E: ecclesiae ÆA | 3 omnis B-E: totius 4 


1,1 ac xai ("et" 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


1 congregationi vij &kAroiq. ("ecclesiae" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Act. 5,11. 


1 vna cum ovv ("cum" Vg.). See on Act. 1,22. 


1 sanctis omnibus tois &yiois THO (“omnibus 
sanctis” late Vg.). Erasmus renders the Greek 
word-order more literally, in agreement with 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


1 tota dAn (“vniuersa” Vg.). See on Act. 5,34, 
and Annot. This change was anticipated by 
Manetti. 


3 qui est pater & twathp (“pater” Vg). It is 
questionable whether Erasmus’ addition of qui 


est is an improvement, as it could be misunder- 
stood as relating to the immediately preceding 
noun, Christi. 


3 omnis wéons (“totius” 1516 = Vg.). In this 
instance, Erasmus prefers omnis, as being better 
suited to the context, in the sense of “all” or 
“every” rather than “the whole”. See Annot. The 
same change was made by Lefèvre. 


4 consolans ó apoxoAóv (“qui consolatur" 
Vg.). Although Erasmus’ rendering accurately 
reproduces the participial form of the Greek 
verb, he leaves 6 untranslated. 


4 èri. Cod. 2815 has èv, as in some other late 
mss. 
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TH 9Alyer fjuGv, eis TO S5vac9on uðs 
TrapaKaAeiv Tous Ev máoņ Aiye, Sià 
THs TrapaKAnoews is tTrapaKaAouyeba 
avtot Ud ToU beot. 561 kao me- 
plooever Tà Tro&'juara TOU Xpio ToU eis 
fiu&s, obtas 81& Xpic ToU trepicoever Kad 
fj rrapókAnois ńuæv. Seite 65 OXipóye- 
Ba, UTrép Tfjg Udy TrapakAnjoscos, Kal 
owTnplas Tis evepyoupevns £v ürropovíj 


4 nuov A B: upv C-E 
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afflictione nostra, in hoc vt possimus 
consolari eos qui sunt in quauis af 
flictione, per consolationem qua nos 
ipsos consolatur deus. *Quoniam 
sicut abundant afflictiones Christi in 
nobis, ita per Christum abundat et 
consolatio nostra. $Siue autem affli- 
gimur, id fit pro vestri consolatione 
ac salute quae operatur in tolerantia 


4 prius afflictione B-E: tribulatione A | quauis B-E: omni 4 | alt. afflictione B-E: tribulatio- 
neA | per B-E: propter A | 5 abundant B-E: abundauerunt 4 | nobis, ita B-E: nos, et4 | 
6 affligimur B-E: tribulamur 4 | id fit D E: om. A-C | prius vestri B-E: vestra A 


4 afflictione (1st) Tij OAiye ("tribulatione" 
1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 16,21. Ambrosiaster 
and Lefévre put pressura. 

4 tov. The spelling óuóv in Erasmus’ 
1522-35 editions is probably a misprint, as 
it is in conflict with his Latin version and 
with the requirements of the context. 

4 in boc vt cis td (“vt” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,20. 
4 possimus Buvacbai Ads ("possimus et ipsi" 
Vg.). The Vulgate addition of et lacks explicit 
support from Greek mss. Erasmus treats the 
Greek pronoun as being adequately rendered 
by the use of the first person plural Latin verb. 
In Manetti's version, ‘yds was translated by 
nos, and in Lefèvre, by et nos. 

4 qui sunt in quauis afflictione Tous iv áo 
9Alyeir (“qui in omni pressura sunt" Vg.; “qui 
sunt in omni tribulatione" 1516). The difference 
of word-order is unaffected by the Greek text, 
which lacks a verb. For Erasmus' preference for 
an earlier position for sum, see on Rom. 2,27. 
For quauis, see on Act. 10,35, and for afflictio, 
see again on Job. 16,21. Ambrosiaster (1492) 
put qui sunt in omni angustia, and Manetti qui 
in omni tribulatione sunt. 


4 per &i& ("propter" 1516). The use of propter 
in 1516 was less accurate, in view of the Greek 
genitive which followed, and hence Erasmus 
reverted to the Vulgate rendering in his 1519 
edition. 


4 consolationem Tis vrapokArjosos (“exhorta- 
tionem" Vg.). A similar correction occurs in 
vs. 6. In Annot., following Valla Annot., Erasmus 
points out the inconsistency between the Vulgate 


use of exhortatio here and consolatio in vs. 3, in 
rendering the same Greek word. Manetti and 
Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus. 


4 nos ipsos consolatur deus vrapoaAoUusBa. aÙ- 
Tol Ürró ToU Geo ("exhortamur et ipsi a deo” 
Vg.) Erasmus wishes to maintain consistency 
between noun and verb, consolatio and consolor. 
He changes from passive to active because 
consolor more commonly has an active sense in 
classical Latin: cf. on Act. 20,12. The Vulgate 
insertion of et corresponds with the addition 
of kal before otrtof in codd. D* F G. In Annot., 
Erasmus seems to approve of this addition. 
Manetti put consolamur ipsi a deo, and Lefèvre 
ipsi consolamur a deo. 


5 abundant repiooeUet (“abundauerunt” 1516 
Lat.). The inaccurate substitution of the perfect 
tense in 1516 was possibly based on the consi- 
deration that Christ’s sufferings belonged to 
the past. In 1519, Erasmus restores the Vulgate 
rendering. Cf. Annot. 

5 afflictiones à mTaðhparta ("passiones" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,26; 8,18. A problem with this 
alteration is that Erasmus makes no distinction 
between 8Afyis in vs. 4 and té&@nya here, as 
both are rendered by afflictio. 


5 in nobis cis fjp&s (“in nos” 1516). The more 
literal rendering offered by Erasmus' 1516 edi- 
tion was anticipated by Manetti. 

5 ita obtws (“ita et" Vg; “et” 1516 Lat.). In 
1516, it seems more likely that Erasmus would 
have wished to omit et, rather than zta, so as 
to conform more closely with the wording of 
his Greek mss. In his marked-up copy of the 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS SECVNDA 


Vulgate, now lost, either he or his amanuensis 
perhaps accidentally struck out zta instead of 
et. The Vulgate does not have explicit Greek au- 
thority for introducing ef at this point, though 
the word may have been intended as a represen- 
tation of xaf later in the sentence (trepiooever 
xai). Manetti had sic et, and Lefèvre sic. 


5 Xpiotot (2nd.). The omission of tot before 
Xpiotov in all of Erasmus’ editions seems to 
have been caused by the fact that, in cod. 2817, 
the word was accidentally omitted at the turn 
of the page. Virtually all other mss., including 
codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816, contain ToU. The 
Textus Receptus continued to reproduce the incor- 
rect wording of Erasmus’ text. 


5 et xai (Vg. omits). For the Vulgate insertion 
of et at an earlier position in this sentence, see 
above. Lefévre made the same correction as 
Erasmus. 


6 affligimur OMPdueba (“tribulamur” 1516 
= Vg.). A similar substitution occurs at 2 Thess. 
1,6-7, in keeping with Vulgate usage at Hebr. 
11,37. The verb tribulo does not occur in this 
sense in classical authors. Erasmus also uses 
affligo to replace tribulationem patior at 2 Cor. 
4,8 (1516 only); 7,5. See further on Joh. 16,21 
for the substitution of afflictio for tribulatio. 
Lefèvre had praemimur (premimur in Comm.). 
6 id fit pro vestri consolatione UTtép Tfjg Uucov 
TrapaKkAnoews (“pro vestra exhortatione" Vg.; 
“pro vestra consolatione" 1516; “pro vestri con- 
solatione" 1519-22). Erasmus, in 1527, added 
id fit, to supply a main verb for the sentence. 
Cf. his addition of 4uae fit at Rom. 10,1; Col. 
2,11. The substitution of vestri, an objective 
genitive, was probably intended to emphasise 
that the Corinthians would receive consolation 
rather than possess or bestow it. Comparable 
substitutions of vestri occur at 2 Cor. 2,9; 
7,3, 13; 10,8; 12,19. For consolatio, see on vs. 4, 
and Annot. The version of Manetti made the 
same change as Erasmus’ 1516 edition, while 
Lefévre put pro consolatione vestra. 

6 ac (twice) kai ("et" Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 
6-7 quae ... vobis Tis tvepyouuévngs ... BeBaia 
Urrép Updov ("siue consolamur pro vestra con- 
solatione, siue exhortamur pro vestra exhor- 
tatione et salute quae operatur tolerantiam 
earundem passionum quas et nos patimur, 
vt spes nostra firma sit pro vobis" late Vg.; 
"quae ... patimur, et spes nostra firma est pro 
vobis. Siue consolationem accipitis pro nostri 
consolatione ac salute" 1516 Lat). The late 


1,4-6 339 
Vulgate combines two alternative renderings 
of cite mapakañoúpeða, UTEP TÄS Uu Ta- 
paKArjoews. The only Greek ms. to duplicate 
these words is the bilingual cod. 629, based on 
retranslation from the late Vulgate into Greek. 
Objections to this repetition of content were 
raised by Erasmus in Aznot., and it was similarly 
regarded as superfluous by Valla Annot., Manetti 
and Lefèvre. The Vulgate was further based on 


a Greek text which had the word-order tis 
tvepyovpévns ... 1é&oxouev, preceded by eire 
. TapakAfosos as in codd. X A C and 
twenty-seven later mss., though of these only 
three later mss. add koi ccornpíos after rrapa- 
xArjotox (2nd.), as required by the late Vulgate's 
inclusion of et salute. Erasmus’ 1516 edition 
had a different word-order, positioning ere ... 
ocrnpías in vs. 7, preceded by kai fj Amis ... 
Ouóv in vs. 6. Apart from minor variants, this 
was the reading of codd. 1, 3, 2105, 2815, 2816, 
2817, with support from D F G 0209 and about 
500 other mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 2, pp. 626-39). In 1519, Erasmus transposed 
the two clauses just mentioned, so as to produce 
the word-order which remained in his subse- 
quent editions, with support from hardly any 
mss. earlier than the 16th. century. It is probable 
that this was an arbitrary correction, based on 
contextual considerations rather than observa- 
tion of ms. evidence. Cf. Annot. The resulting 
reading, poorly supported though it was, re- 
mained hereafter in the Textus Receptus. For the 
other differences between Erasmus and the Vul- 
gate in these verses, see below. Manetti had the 
same basic word-order as Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 
Lefévre preferred the word-order of the earlier 
Vulgate, as well as omitting et salute (2nd.). 
6 quae operatur fj; évepyoupéevns. In 1516 
Annot., Erasmus cited the Greek text as Tfjs 
évepyovons, contrary to his Basle mss. The fact 
that virtually all mss. have tijs &vepyouuévns 
receives only half-hearted recognition in 1519 
Annot., which attributes this reading to “some” 
authorities (“vt quidam habent”). Lefévre put 
quae fit. 
6 in tolerantia tv mopov (“tolerantiam” late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate would seem to require 
the substitution of úmopovńv. Since there is 
no Greek ms. with such a reading, it is likely 
that the late Vulgate represents a scribal al- 
teration of in tolerantia. In Annot., Erasmus 
cited the text as ¿v ürropovfj TroAAf), a reading 
which was available to him in cod. 1 (cf. also 
iv UTtopovi) TroAAof in 28169", in company 
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TOv aUTOv Ta8nué&rov, dv Kai ueis 
TrácXopev, cite TrapakoAoUpue8a. Utrép 
Tis Uudv mapakàńoews Kai corrnpíi- 
ac, "xoi fj Aris Adv pepaia wmèp 
Uydv, ecibóre; Sti otrep Koiveovoi 
éote TÓV Ta8nu&rov, oüTcs Kal Tis 
THAPOKAT EWS. 

SOU yàp GéAouev úps é&yvoeiv, 
&SeAgoi, wrrép tis GAiwews fuv rts 
ytvouévns tiv iv ti) Aci, Sti Kad’ 
UtrepBorhy éBapnOnuev úmèp Suva, 
ote eatropnGijvar fjp&s Kai ToU Civ 
9àAA& aol iv autos, TO &mókpipa 
TOU 9avérou &oyükapev, Iva pth Tre- 
troiotes copev p? éavrois, GAA’ Emi 


6 maðnuarwv A B D E: moenparov C | 6-7 site TrapaKaAoupeba ... 
upov B-E: xod ... uuo, erre TapaKaAoupeda . 
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earundem afflictionum, quas et nos 
patimur, siue consolationem accipi- 
mus pro vestri consolatione ac salu- 
te, "spes etiam nostra firma est pro 
vobis, quum sciamus quod quemad- 
modum participes estis afflictionum, 
sic futuri sitis et consolationis. 
*Non enim volumus vos ignora- 
re fratres, de afflictione nostra quae 
nobis accidit in Asia, quoniam su- 
pra modum grauati fuimus supra vi- 
res, adeo vt desperauerimus etiam 
de vita. ?Quin ipsi in nobis ipsis, 
sententiam mortis acceperamus, ne 
confideremus in nobis ipsis, sed in 


OwWTNPIAS, Kod ... 


.. cwmpas A 


6-7 siue consolationem ... vobis B C E: et spes nostra firma est pro vobis. Siue consolationem 
accipitis pro nostri consolatione ac salute A, siue consolationem .. nobis D | 7 quum sci- 
amus B-E: scientes A | futuri sitis B-E: om. A | 8 desperauerimus B-E: desperauerim A | 
9 Quin B-E: Sed 4 | acceperamus B-E: acceperimus 4 


with forty other late mss. (cf. Aland, Joc cit, 
where the spelling of cod. 2816°" is incorrectly 
recorded as TroAAn). The version of Lefèvre was 
the same as that of Erasmus. Ambrosiaster and 
Manetti had patientiam. 


6 afflictionum va8nuérov ("passionum" Vg.). 
See on vs. 5, and Annot. 


6 consolationem accipimus TrapaxaAouvpeba 
("consolamur .. exhortamur" late Vg.; “con- 
solationem accipitis" 1516 Lat., in vs. 7). The 
change from first to second person, in the 
1516 rendering, conflicted with Erasmus’ Greek 
text. A similar problem arises from the 1516 
substitution of nostri for vestra (see below). 
Neither of these points was based on Greek 
mss. In his Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD 
IX, 2, p. 190, ll. 474-481, Erasmus said that 
both changes arose from mistakes by the type- 
setters of the 1516 edition (“a librariis erant 
admissa duo errata"). For his use of consolati- 
onem accipio, see on 1 Cor. 14,31. For the late 
Vulgate doublet of consolamur and exbortamur, 
see above (p. 339). Manetti and Lefévre just had 
consolamur. 


6 vestri (2nd.) Updv ("vestra" Vg. "nostri" 
1516 Lat., in vs. 7). See above, on id fit pro vestri 
consolatione. The change from second to first 
person plural, in the 1516 rendering, was not 
consistent with the accompanying Greek text: 
see the previous note. There are a few late mss., 
however, which make a corresponding change 
from Uudv to f|ucv. 

7 spes etiam ... est xoà Ñ ÈATis (“vt spes ... sit” 
late Vg.; "et spes ... est” 1516, in vs. 6). The late 
Vulgate use of vt... sit is unsupported by Greek 
mss, For the transposition of this clause in the 
1516 edition, see above (p. 339). Ambrosiaster 
likewise had et spes ... est (but had certa instead 
of firma). More literally, the earlier Vulgate, 
and also Manetti, used e£ spes without a verb. 
Lefèvre put etiam spes ... est. 

7 vobis Sudsv ("nobis" 1527 Lat.). The spelling 
adopted in Erasmus' 1527 Latin rendering was 
probably only a printing error, as it was in 
conflict with the adjacent Greek text. 

7 quum sciamus eiGóes ("scientes" 1516 = Vg.). 
Erasmus changes the construction, to make 
clear the subject of the verb, although the 
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Greek wording does not specify whether the 
apostle is referring to himself or the Corin- 
thians. Other examples of the use of quum, to 
avoid the present participle, occur e.g. at 2 Cor. 
3,12; 4,1, 13; 7,1, 7. 


7 quod &ri ("quoniam" Vg). See on Job. 1,20. 
Erasmus has the same word as Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


7 quemadmodum comp (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Erasmus has the same rendering as 
Lefèvre. 


7 participes Kowcovol (“socii” Vg.). This change 
may be compared with Erasmus' substitution 
of consors for socius at 1 Cor. 10,20; Phm. 17; 
Hebr. 10,33. He follows the Vulgate in render- 
ing Kotvcovós by particeps at 1 Cor. 10,18, consors 
at 2 Petr. 1,4, and socius at Mt. 23,30; Lc. 5,10; 
2 Cor. 8,23. At the present passage, the same 
change was again made by Lefévre. 


7 estis afflictionum tote 16v. rro&mu&rov 
("passionum estis" Vg). The Vulgate word- 
order corresponds with T&v TraOnudtoov tote 
in codd. D (F G). For afflictio, see on vs. 5. 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre put estis passionum. 


7 futuri sitis et consolationis Kai rfj TAaPAKAT|GE- 
as ("eritis et consolationis" Vg.; “et consolatio- 
nis" 1516). Although Erasmus' omission of a 
verb in 1516 gave a more literal rendering, he 
decided in 1519 that it was, after all, preferable 
to include a verb. In Annot., however, he pro- 
posed the use of estis, arguing that the sense 
required a present rather than a future tense. 
Manetti and Lefèvre made the same change as 
Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


8 vos ignorare Ùpăs &yvotiv ("ignorare vos" 
Vg.. Erasmus renders the Greek word-order 
more literally, in agreement with Ambrosiaster 
(1492). Lefévre put vos latere. 


8 afflictione fj; 8Alyecos (“tribulatione” Vg). 
See on lob. 16,21. Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre 
had pría)essura. 

8 quae nobis accidit ijs yevouévns fiuiv ("quae 
facta est" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects the omission 
of fiuiv, as in codd. N* A B C D* F G and 
forty-four other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, together with 1, (2105), 2816, 
and also N" De 0209 and about 530 later 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 639-42). If uiv was authentic, it is possible 
that some scribes may have deleted this word, 
on the grounds that it was rendered superfluous 
by the preceding fiu (cf. cod. 2105, which 
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omits fav). A comparable change affecting 
the use of a double pronoun occurs at 2 Cor. 
10,8 (Roucias uv tis EScoKev ... fjuiv). For 
accido, see on Act. 7,40. In Annot., Erasmus also 
suggests quae contigit nobis. Manetti put quae 
facta est nobis (incorrectly copied as vobis in Urb. 
Lat. 6), and Lefèvre quae illata est nobis. 


8 grauati fuimus t£papri&nusv ("grauati sumus" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 


8 vires Súvapıv ( "virtutem" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 
14,11. Erasmus' rendering is the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


8 adeo vt ote (“ita vt" Vg.). See on Rom. 7,6, 
and Annot. The same change was again made 
by Lefévre. 


8 desperauerimus etiam de vita t&omrropniivoa 
fiu&s Kai tot Civ (“taederet nos etiam viuere" 
Vg.; "desperauerim etiam de vita" 1516). Eras- 
mus finds a more vigorous way to express the 
sense of £&eropéouat, prompted by Ambrosi- 
aster, who had desperaremus in place of taederet: 
see Annot. The version of Manetti followed the 
Vulgate, except that he placed zos after etiam. 
Lefèvre had nos tederet vitae. 


9 Quin GAAK ("Sed" 1516 - Vg). See on 
lob. 8,17. Lefèvre put quinimmo. 

9 nobis ipsis (twice) &avrois ("nobismet ipsis ... 
nobis" late Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 11,31. Erasmus 
gives a more consistent rendering. Ambrosiaster 
had nobis (twice), and Manetti nobismet ipsis ... 
nobis ipsis. Lefèvre put ad nosipsos for £v tavtois, 
but kept in nobis for ép’ EavTois. 

9 sententiam TÒ &rroxpipa (“responsum” Vg.). 
Erasmus provides a more intelligible rendering, 
though in classical usage the phrase iudicium 
capitis would have been more idiomatic than 
sententia mortis. Cf. Annot. The version of Lefèvre 
had denunciationem, placed after habuimus. 


9 acceperamus toytkayev (“habuimus” Vg.; 
“acceperimus” 1516). Erasmus finds a more 
suitable verb to accompany his chosen phrase, 
sententiam mortis. However, his substitution of 
the pluperfect tense is less accurate. 


9 ne iva uh ("vt non” Vg.). See on Job. 3,20. 


9 confideremus rremoi0óres coyev ("simus fiden- 
tes" Vg.). Erasmus avoids the combination of 
auxiliary verb and present participle: see on Job. 
1,28. The use of confido, in place of fido, is in 
accordance with Vulgate usage e.g. at Rom. 2,19; 
2 Cor. 10,7; Gal. 5,10. Lefèvre made the same 
change, while Manetti had simus confidentes. 
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TO Ged TH £ysipovri TOUS vekpoUs, 
> ix TnAioUrou @alvdtou éppu- 
gato fju&s, Kai Aveta eis dv ATi- 
Kausv ÖTI Kal Ér piceta, "“ouv- 
vroupyoUvrOov Kal Udy UTtp ńuőv 
Tij Senos, iva èk ToAAQv Trpoco- 


TOv, TO tls huss yxapioua, Sic 
TTOAA@y = evyapiotnéz) UTrép tev. 
2A yàp Kovynois fav att 


ori, TO paprüpiov Tis cuveibfjceos 
fiuàv, St. èv é&mAórqT: Kai efAiKpl- 
vela 0:00, otk iv cogi¢ copkki, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


deo, qui ad vitam suscitat mortuos, 
Pqui | ex tanta morte eripuit nos, 
et eripit in quo spem fixam habe- 
mus, quod etiam posthac erepturus 
sit, simul adiuuantibus et vobis, 
per deprecationem pro nobis, vt ex 
multis personis, pro dono in nos 
collato, per multos gratiae agantur 
pro nobis: nam gloriatio nostra 
haec est, testimonium conscientiae 
nostrae: quod cum simplicitate et 
synceritate dei, non sapientia carnali, 


11 alt. nuov B-E: vuov A | 12 prius nuov B-E: upov A 


10 tanta B-E: tali | quo spem fixam habemus B-E: quem speramus 4 | etiam B-E: et A | 
posthac 4° B-E: om. A* | sit B-E: est A | 11 deprecationem B-E: orationem A | per mul- 


tos A° B-E: om. A* | alt. pro nobis B-E: de vobis A | 


in sapientia 4 


9 qui ad vitam suscitat TG) &ysipovmi (“qui sus- 
citat" Vg.). Erasmus does not elsewhere feel the 
need to insert ad vitam alongside suscito. The 
Vulgate is more literally accurate. Cod. 2815 
has the spelling £yeípavri, which also occurs 
in P“ and a few other mss. 


10 ex ix ("de" Vg.). See on Job. 2,15. Manetti 
and Lefévre made the same change. 


10 tanta morte THAKoUTOU 8av&rou ("tantis 
periculis" Vg.; "tali morte" 1516). The Vulgate 
use of periculis (= kw6Uvoov: cf. 2 Cor. 11,26) 
lacks explicit Greek ms. support, though the 
plural phrase rAuikoU Tcov Gavé&rov (correspon- 
ding with zantis mortibus in Ambrosiaster) occurs 
in $“ and a few later mss. The substitution of 
talis for tantus in 1516 was in accordance with 
Vulgate usage at Ap. Job. 16,18, but in 1519 
Annot., Erasmus commented that tnAikottos 
was an adjective of quantity rather than quality, 
and he therefore reverted to tantus. Manetti and 
Lefévre both had the same wording as Erasmus' 
1516 edition. 


10 eripuit nos tppuoato fds (“nos eripuit" 
late Vg.). Erasmus' rendering, together with the 
earlier Vulgate, follows the Greek word-order 
more literally. Manetti anticipated this change, 
but altered the word-order to read et eripuit nos 
ex tali morte. Lefévre had nos eruit. 

10 eripit Güeron (“eruit” late Vg; “eruet” 
1522-35 Annot., lemma). In Annot., Erasmus 


12 cum B-E: in A | sapientia B-E: 


objects to the Vulgate inconsistency in using 
both eripio and eruo to render the same Greek 
verb in this sentence. In Annot., lemma, from 
1522 onwards, the future tense, eruet, corre- 
sponds with the earlier Vulgate reading, together 
with p% N B C 0209 and a few later mss., 
which have pugetau. In codd. A D*, the words 
kai 6veTo are omitted. Erasmus’ text follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
2816, with D°! F G and most other mss. The 
main question here is whether jUeroi was a 
later substitution, designed to avoid repetition 
of búseta at the end of the verse, or whether 
the double use of Ucetat in a few mss. reflec- 
ted an accidental harmonisation of the two 
verbs. In Annot., Erasmus favours pveta, as 
being better suited to the context. The version 
of Lefèvre, inaccurately, put liberauit. 


10 in quo spem fixam babemus eis Sv HATIKo- 
uev (“in quem speramus" 1516 = Vg). See on 
1 Cor. 15,19 for Erasmus' use of spem fixam 
babeo. See also Annot. His substitution of iz 
quo is in accordance with Vulgate usage at 
lob. 5,45, and may be compared with his re- 
placement of in deum by in deo at 1 Tim. 5,5, 
after spero. Ambrosiaster put in quo speramus, 
Manetti in quem sperauimus, and Lefèvre in quo 
sperauimus. 


10 quod 511 (quoniam" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 
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10 etiam kai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Iob. 6,36. 
Manetti omitted the words et adbuc. 


10 posthac £i (adhuc" Vg). See on Rom. 3,7. 


10 erepturus sit büoerau (“eripiet” Vg.; "ereptu- 
rus est" 1516). For Erasmus' use of the future 
participle, see on Rom. 2,6. Manetti had eruet, 
and Lefévre liberabit (cf. the 1492 edition of 
Ambrosiaster, which had liberauit). 


11 simul adiuuantibus auvurroupyovvtov (“ad- 
iuuantibus" Vg.). Erasmus seeks to convey the 
force of the Greek prefix ouv-. See on Rom. 
2,15. For the same reason, Manetti tried co- 
operantibus, and Lefèvre consupplicantibus. 


11 per deprecationem ti Sehoe (“in oratione" 
Vg. "per orationem" 1516). For per, see on 
Rom. 1,17, and for deprecatio, see on Act. 1,14. 
In his rendering, Erasmus follows the Vulgate 
in placing this phrase before rather than after 
pro nobis, contrary to the Greek word-order. 


11 ex multis personis èk TOAAHY Trpoocortoov 
(“ex multarum personis facierum” late Vg.). In 
Annot., Erasmus objects to the obscurity of the 
double rendering of tpoodtrev offered by the 
late Vulgate. The passage is accordingly assigned 
to the Loca Obscura. The original Vulgate reading 
is hard to discern among a range of conflicting 
variants: one possibility, cited by Erasmus as 
the reading of the first hand of his codex Con- 
stantiensis, was ex multorum facie (cf. ex multo- 
rum faciae in cod. Fuldensis). In 1527 Annot., 
he further discusses the alternative reading, év 
TOAA® TrpocorQ, known to him from the 
homilies of Chrysostom, but also attested by 
P“ F G and a few other mss. Valla Annot., 
Manetti and Lefévre had the same rendering as 
Erasmus, except that Valla placed this phrase 
after de gratia in me, and Lefévre after de dono 
(see the following note). 


11 pro dono in nos collato 1ó els has yapiopa 
(“eius quae in nobis est donationis” Vg.). The 
Vulgate use of the genitive with gratias ago is 
occasionally seen in classical authors, but the 
construction with pro is more idiomatic and 
more easily understood. Erasmus’ use of in nos, 
combined with the participle collato, expresses 
the implied meaning of eis fju&s more accu- 
rately. See on Rom. 12,6, and Annot., for the 
substitution of donum for donatio. Erasmus’ 
rendering partly resembles that of Ambrosiaster 
(donum quod in nos collatum est) and Lefèvre 
(de dono ... in me collato). Valla Annot. proposed 
de gratia in me ... collata, and Manetti donatio 
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in nos. For the word-order of Valla and Lefévre, 
see the previous note. 


11 pro nobis (2nd.) ómip fuv (“de vobis" 
1516). In 1516, Erasmus had Utrép tpdv 
(undoubtedly a lectio difficilior, in view of the 
preceding ómép fjuóv ... tas), as found in 
codd. 2815 and 2817, as well as in Valla Annot., 
with support from cod. 2816 and most other 
mss., commencing with 39*** B D°" F. In 1519, 
he reverted to the Vulgate reading, based on 
Urrtp fiv, which occurs in codd. 1, 3, 2105, 
and also $“°" N A C D* G and many other 
mss. In Annot., Erasmus offers an exposition 
of both renderings. Manetti and Lefévre had 
pro vobis. 

12 gloriatio } ... kavynors ("gloria Vg.). See 
on Rom. 4,2, and Annot. The same change was 
made by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


12 nostra jucov. Erasmus’ 1516 edition derives 
Uuóv from cod. 2815, in conflict with his Latin 
rendering. 


12 cum èv (“in” 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,4. 
For the sake of variety, Erasmus leaves the 
second instance of év untranslated, and renders 
the third instance by per, in this verse. 


12 simplicitate &émAóTvwymi ("simplicitate cordis" 
late Vg.). There appears to be no Greek ms. 
authority for the late Vulgate addition of cordis: 
see Annot. About thirty mss., commencing with 
PN * ABC, substitute &yidThT1 (“holiness”). 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, with 
support from 1, 2105, 2816, and also N *" D 
F G and about 550 other mss. (see Aland Die 
Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 642-4). The sub- 
stitution of d&yidétnt1 by some mss. appears to 
be the result of an ancient scribal error, arising 
from the similarity of spelling the two words. 
Cf. the confusion between érAóTnTos and 
é&yvértntos in a few mss. at 2 Cor. 11,3. The 
use of &mAórns is more in accordance with 
Pauline usage elsewhere in the Epistles. Eras- 
mus' wording agrees with the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


12 non otx (“et non" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects 
a Greek variant, kai ouk, found in P“ B and 
a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, as well 
asN ACD F G and most other mss. The same 
rendering was used by Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 

12 sapientia èv cogia (“in sapientia" 1516 
= Vg). See on Job. 1,26. 
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GAA’ èv yapit: Seo dveotpd&enuev 
èv TH kós, TpiccoTépos SE TPds 
Unas. 

BOU yàp &AAa ypdqopev piv, 
GAN f| å dvayivmoxete, ij koi èm- 
ylvooxete, Amiao 58 StT1 Kal Baws Té- 
Aous émryvaceade, “KaOds koi Eméy- 
vote Tyas óTó pépous, ST KAÚXNHA 
Upav spev, Kabderep kal Ops fjucov, 
év Ti] fjinépa ToU Kupiou ‘Inco. 

5 Koi taùt Ti etroihoe Bov- 
Adunv Trpós Was EAGeiv TrpóTepov, Iva 
Seutépav xápiv éynte, kai Sr Gudv 
SieAdeiv cis MaxeSoviay, kal TráAiv. &mró 
MoxeSovias éA@eiv Trpós yds, Kai úp’ 
Uudv mrpotrenp@tjivar eis Thv "louSadav. 
U-ToUro oUv pouAsuóuevos, ufjm apa 


15 mpos upas eA0civ. B-E: eA0eww Tpos uua A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


sed per gratiam dei conuersati fueri- 
mus in mundo, abundantius autem 
erga vos. 

83 Non enim alia scribimus vobis, 
quam quae legitis aut etiam agnosci- 
tis. Spero autem quod vsque ad finem 
quoque agnoscetis, "quemadmodum 
et agnouistis nos ex parte, quoniam 
gloria vestra sumus, quemadmodum et 
vos nostra, in die domini Iesu. 

5 Et hac fiducia volebam ad vos 
venire prius, vt geminam apud vos 
inirem gratiam, fet per vos per- 
transire in Macedoniam, et rursum a 
Macedonia venire ad vos, ac a vobis 
deduci in Iudaeam. "Hoc igitur 
quum in animo versarem, nuncubi 


12 per gratiam B-E: in gratia/4 | erga B-E: apud A | 15 geminam ... gratiam B-E: secundam 


gratiam haberetis Æ | 16 ac B-E; et A 


12 per gratiam tv ya&piti (“in gratia” 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 


12 conuersati fuerimus &veatpáqnyuev (“conuer- 
sati sumus" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 


12 mundo t& kóoyuc (“hoc mundo" late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate addition 
of boc lacks Greek ms. support. See on Rom. 
3,6. Manetti and Lefévre made the same correc- 
tion as Erasmus. 

12 erga pds (“ad” Vg.; "apud" 1516). See on 
Act. 3,25, and Annot. The 1516 rendering was 
the same as that of Ambrosiaster and Valla 
Annot., while Lefévre had erga. 

13 legitis é&vayiweookere (“legistis” Vg.). The 
Vulgate use of the perfect tense lacks Greek ms. 
support, as indicated in Annot. This passage 
was listed among the Loca Manifeste Deprauata. 
Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus. 


13 aut etiam Ñ Kai ("et^ Vg.). The Vulgate cor- 
responds with the omission of fj in codd. F G. 
For etiam, see on Iob. 6,36. In Annot., Erasmus 
speculates that the original Greek reading was 
& kai, though this does not enjoy ms. support. 
His rendering here follows that of Lefévre. 


13 agnoscitis ... agnoscetis Emrvywoookere ... Em- 
yvocsoe (“cognouistis .. cognoscetis" late 


Vg.). Again the late Vulgate use of the perfect 
tense, cognouistis, lacks Greek ms. support, as 
mentioned in Annot. This point is also raised 
in the Loca Manifeste Deprauata. For agnosco, see 
on Job. 8,43, and Annot. The earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had cognoscitis in 
place of cognouistis. 


13 vsque ad finem Ecos téAOUs ("vsque in finem" 
Vg.). See on Act. 1,2. Erasmus has the same 
wording as that of Ambrosiaster (1492). Lefévre 
put ad finem vsque. 


13 quoque xai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by P% N A B C D* F G and some 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, along with 2105, 2816, and also D°" and 
most later mss. (cod. 1 has kai, but omits the 
preceding St). The version of Lefèvre, following 
the Greek word-order more literally, inserted ef 
after quod. 


14 quemadmodum (twice) xabes ... Ka8árrep 
("sicut" Vg.). See on Rom. 1,13; 4,6. Lefévre had 
vt (twice). 

14 agnouistis Eméyvcore (“cognouistis”). See 
on Joh. 8,43. 

14 quoniam Tı (“quia” Vg.). See on Rom. 8,21. 
Lefévre put 4uod. 
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14 Iesu "IncoÀ (“nostri Iesu Christi" Vg.). The 
Vulgate addition of nostri corresponds with 
the insertion of fydv before Inoot by codd. 
N B F G and some other mss. The further 
addition of Christi, or Xpiotov, is supported 
by X ©" D* F G and a few other mss., including 
cod. 2815. Erasmus follows cod. 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss., com- 
mencing with 3'é A C D®™. See Annot, in 
which Erasmus seems to be unaware of the 
reading of his cod. 2815. Lefévre made the 
same correction (but with the spelling Zhesz). 
Ambrosiaster put Jesu Christi. 


15 fiducia Ti verroi&ioe (“confidentia” Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at 2 Cor. 8,22; 
10,2; Eph. 3,12 (and also in rendering mtap- 
pnoía at Hebr. 10,35), in conformity with 
Vulgate usage at 2 Cor. 3,4. Erasmus adopted 
the same word as Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put 
fiducia fretus. 


15 volebam tBouAóuny ("volui" Vg.). Erasmus 
renders the Greek imperfect tense more correct- 
ly. A few late mss. have épouArnv, possibly 
under influence from the Vulgate wording. 


15 ad vos venire prius vrpós yas EX0€iv rpó- 
tepov ("prius venire ad vos" Vg.). The Vulgate 
word-order corresponds with rpórepov EA8éiv 
Trpds Üp&s, as in codd. D F G and seven later 
mss. About forty others, commencing with 
pd Nor A B C, have Trpórepov trpds uðs 
éAGeiv. Erasmus’ wording in 1516, EA0civ Trpós 
Uuds Trpóctpov, does not exactly follow any of 
his usual mss., though there are twenty-five late 
mss. which have this reading. His codd. 1, 3, 
2105, 2815, 2816 have &A0civ pds Up&s TÒ 
TpóTepov, with about 340 other late mss., 
while his cod. 2817 joined thirteen other late 
mss. in putting pds Upas &A0eiv TrpóTepov. 
In more than 120 further late mss., it is Tpds 
Uuds EA0eiv TO Trpórepov. Other variants also 
exist. (See Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, 
pp. 644-7). Possibly the 1516 typesetter followed 
cod. 2815, and then a proof-reader deleted 
TÓ by reference to cod. 2817. In 1519, Eras- 
mus conformed the rest of this phrase with 
cod. 2817, resulting in a poorly supported 
word-sequence, which persisted into the Textus 
Receptus. Manetti anticipated Erasmus’ rendering 
of this passage. 


15 geminam apud vos inirem gratiam Beuttpav 
xXópiv. éynte ("secundam gratiam haberetis" 
1516 = Vg.). By altering the construction, so 
that the apostle replaces the Corinthians as the 
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subject of this clause, Erasmus strays in the 
direction of interpretative paraphrase. His use 
of geminam was no doubt intended to prevent 
confusion arising from the idea that Paul's 
"first" visit would bring a "second" benefit. Cf. 
Annot., where he alternatively proposes geminum 
beneficium, in place of secundam gratiam. Lefèvre 
put habeatis for baberetis. 


16 pertransire ... venire 5iehGeiv ... EASeiv (“trans- 
irem .. venirem" late Vg.). The late Vulgate 
incorrectly connects these verbs with the pre- 
ceding ot of vs. 15. A similar substitution of 
pertranseo occurs at Act. 16,6 (1516 only). Some- 
times Erasmus retains transeo for Siépyouau, 
e.g. at Mt. 19,24 (1519); Mc. 4,35; Lc. 2,15. See 
further on 1 Cor. 16,5. Lefèvre had transire, as 
in the earlier Vulgate. 


16 rursum mái. (“iterum” Vg). See on Rom. 
15,10. Lefévre put rursus. 


16 ac xai ("et^ 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


17 Hoc igitur quum in animo versarem toUto 
ov BouAeuóusvos (“Cum ergo hoc voluissem" 
late Vg. = Vg. 1527; "Cum autem hoc voluissem” 
Annot., lemma). The Vulgate reading cited in 
Annot. corresponds with the substitution of 8€ 
for oov in cod. A, and Erasmus commends this 
as being better suited to the context. For the 
replacement of ergo by igitur, see on Iob. 6,62. 
The Vulgate use of voluissem further reflects the 
replacement of BouAeudépevos by BovAóuevos, 
as in P“ N A B C FGI" and some other 
mss., including 281575, as well as Valla Annot., 
whose rendering was Hoc igitur volens. Erasmus" 
Greek text follows codd. 2815* and 2817, 
alongside 1, 2105, 2816, with cod. D and most 
later mss. The textual point at issue here is 
whether BouAcuduevos is a harmonisation with 
the two occurrences of BouAevouan later in this 
verse, or whether BouAÓuevos is a harmonisation 
with éBouAóunv in vs. 15. Erasmus elsewhere 
uses in animo verso at Mt. 1,20, to replace cogito 
in rendering év@upéopau. It would have been 
more consistent with the use of cogito later 
in this verse, if he had replaced voluissem by 
cogitarem (cf. Ambrosiaster, Hoc ergo cogitans). 
Manetti had the same wording as was attributed 
to the Vulgate in Annot., lemma. Lefèvre put 
Hoc igitur deliberans. 

17 nuncubi pit &pa (“nunquid” Vg.). This 
is the only N.T. passage where Erasmus uses 
nuncubi, and it is not entirely accurate here. 
See also on sicubi at 2 Cor. 13,5. Lefèvre 
inappropriately substituted ronne. 
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Tij happig Expnoéáunv; 1j & Bov- 
Aevouat, KaT& odpKa ouAeUo|nuot; 
iva fj map poi tÒ vai, vai, Kai 
TO oJ, of. motòs 8b ó beds, STI 
ó Aóyos fudv ó Tpós Upas ovK 
Éyévero val koi of. Pó yàp tot 
Beot uids 'InooUs XpicTós, ó év Oyiv 
ör quay KnpuyGeis, 81 &poU Kai 
2iAovavoU Kai TipoBtou, oùk éyéve- 
TO vai koi oU, GAA val èv aùTt® 
ytyovev. Soa yàp étrayyeAion Os- 
oU, tv attd TÒ vai, Kal èv atte 
TO Gury, TH O66 mpòs Sd€av Bv 
fiuv. 776 öt BeBorddv uðs ouv Upiv 


21 upv A-D: nuv E 


18 Imo fidelis B-E: Fidelis autem 4 | noster erga vos B-E: vester erga nos A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


leuitate sum vsus? Aut num quae co- 
gito, secundum carnem cogito? Vt sit 
apud | me quod est, etiam, etiam, et 
quod est, non, non. "Imo fidelis deus 
quod sermo noster erga vos, non fuit 
etiam et non. PNam dei filius Iesus 
Christus, qui inter vos per nos prae- 
dicatus est, per me et Syluanum ac 
Timotheum, non fuit etiam et non, 
sed etiam per ipsum fuit. ™Quot- 
quot enim sunt promissiones dei, 
per ipsum sunt etiam, et per ipsum 
amen, deo ad gloriam per nos. ” Por- 
ro qui confirmat nos vna vobiscum 


19 ac B-E: 


etA | peripsum B-E: in ipsoA | 20 prius per ipsum B-E: in ipso | alt. per ipsum B-E: in 


ipso | 21 vobiscum 4-D: nobiscum E 


17 sum vsus Expno&unv ("vsus sum" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 2,27. The same change was made by 
Lefèvre. 


17 Aut num f, (“Aut” Vg.). Erasmus adds num, 
to make clear that a negative reply was expected 
to this question. See Annot. 


17 quod est, etiam, etiam, et quod est, non, non TÒ 
vat, vai, kal Td ob, oU (“est et non" Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects a Greek text having Tò vai xai 
TÒ ot, as in P“ and a few later mss. Erasmus 
similarly substitutes etiam for est in rendering 
vai in vss. 18-19, but retains est at Mt. 5,37; Iac. 
5,12. See Annot. The rendering suggested by 
Valla Annot. was etiam quod est etiam, et non quod 
est non. Manetti had ita ita: non non, and Lefévre 
etiam etiam, et non non. 


18 Imo fidelis mo tds Sé ("Fidelis autem" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Act. 19,2, and Annot. 


18 guod 71 ("quia" Vg.). See on Ioh. 1,20. The 
same change was proposed by Valla Annot., 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


18 noster erga vos hay ó mpòs Úuãsş (“noster, 
qui fuit apud vos” late Vg.; "vester erga nos" 
1516 Lat.) The curious change of pronouns 
in the 1516 rendering might conceivably have 
been caused by a double error of the typesetter, 
as it conflicts with Erasmus’ Greek text and 
mss. For erga, see on Act. 3,25. Valla Annot. had 


apud vos, while Manetti and Lefèvre (text) put 
ad vos, all of them omitting qui fuit. 

18 fuit tyéveto (“est in illo” Vg.). The Vulgate 
partly reflects the substitution of tot, as in 
P“ N* A B C D* F G 0223 and a few other 
mss. However, the Vulgate addition of in illo, 
which lacks Greek ms. support, looks like a 
harmonisation with vs. 19. This also raises the 
question of whether éyéveto itself could be a 
harmonisation with the use of that verb in 
vs. 19. Another possibility is that fot1 was 
substituted by an early corrector, who disliked 
the repetition of &yévero and considered that 
the tense should conform with the present 
tense of BouAsUopot and fj in vs. 17. Erasmus 
follows his codd. 2815 and 2817, accompanied 
by 1, 2105, 2816, with N *" De" and most later 
mss. See Annot. The same change was made by 
Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 


18 etiam vai (“est” Vg.). See on vs. 17, and 


Annot. This change was also advocated by Valla 
Annot. and Lefèvre, while Manetti put ita. 


18 non (2nd.) où (“non: sed est, in illo est” late 
Vg). The late Vulgate addition again lacks 
Greek ms. support, and probably represents 
a harmonisation with vs. 19. See above, and 
see also Annot. This correction produced agree- 
ment with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 
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19 Nam dei yàp Tot 8:00 (“Dei enim” Vg). 
The Greek word-order underlying the Vulgate 
text is uncertain. A few mss., commencing with 
codd. N A B C 0223, have tot 800 yap, while 
P“ had tod yap oŭ, and codd. F G just yàp 
Geo. Erasmus’ Greek text follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816, and also 
cod. D and most later mss. For mam, see on 
lob. 3,34. Lefévre made the same change. 


19 inter vos èv oyiv (“in vobis" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 15,24. 

19 ac kai ("et" 1516 = Vg.). See on Iob. 1,25. 
19 fuit (1st.) èyévero ("fuit in illo” late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate addition lacks Greek ms. sup- 
port: see Annot. The correction made by Eras- 
mus agreed with the wording of the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot., Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 


19 etiam (twice) vai ("est^ Vg.). See on vs. 17, 
and Annot. The same change was again made 
by Valla Annot. and Lefèvre, while Manetti had 
ita. 

19 per ipsum tv aùt& (“in illo” Vg; “in ipso" 
1516). For per, see on Rom. 1,17, and Annot. 
The 1516 rendering was the same as that of 
Valla Annot. and Manetti, whereas Lefèvre pre- 
ferred in eo. 


20 sunt promissiones dei, per ipsum sunt tayye- 
Aiar 600, év aÙr& ("promissiones dei sunt in 
illo” Vg.; “sunt promissiones dei, in ipso sunt” 
1516). Erasmus follows Valla Annot. in inserting 
an additional sant, for clarity. For per, see again 
on Rom. 1,17. See also Annot. The word-order 
of Valla was promissiones dei sunt in ipso... sunt 
(placing sunt after etiam). Manetti had promissi- 
ones dei in ipso sunt, and Lefèvre promissiones dei 
in eo: sunt. 


20 etiam TÒ vaí (“est” Vg.). See on vs. 17. In 
1516 Annot., Erasmus’ casual omission of tó 
happens to be supported by 38^. Valla Annot. 
and Lefévre made the same change of rendering, 
while Manetti put ita. See the previous note for 
Valla's word-order. 


20 et xai (“ideo et” Vg.). The Vulgate reflects 
a Greek variant, 51d Kai, as in codd. N A B 
C F G 0223 and thirty-six other mss. In omit- 
ting 516, Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
along with 1, 2105, 2816, and also $* D and 
about 540 later mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen 
Briefe vol. 2, pp. 647-50). See Annot. This 
change followed the same wording as Ambro- 
siaster, Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 
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20 per ipsum (2nd.) &v aùt® (“in ipso" 1516). 
The Vulgate phrase, restored by Erasmus in 
1519, may reflect a different Greek text, 51’ 
auToO, as found in $* N A B C D* F G and 
forty-one other mss. Erasmus followed codd. 
2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, as 
well as D°" and about 540 later mss. (see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 647-50). Cf. 
Annot. A theoretical explanation of èv aùt®& 


might be that it resulted from a scribal harmo- 
nisation with the immediate context, influenced 
by the use of the same phrase a few words 
earlier. However, the more specific 81’ aùtoŬ 
(“through him”) could easily have originated 
as an interpretative gloss. The change in 1516 
was consistent with the use of iz ipso by that 
edition in the previous clause, and agreed with 
the wording offered by Valla Annot. and Manetti. 
Lefèvre put in eo. 

20 amen Tò àuńv ("dicimus amen" Vg. 1527). 
The 1527 Vulgate column follows the Froben 
Vulgate of 1514. Valla Annot. cites the Vulgate 
as having amen dico, omitting deo. In either 
case, the late Vulgate insertion of dico or dici- 
mus is unsupported by Greek mss. In omitting 
this verb, Erasmus' rendering agreed with the 
earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Valla, Manetti 
and Lefévre (both columns). 


20 per nos 5v *Ayadv (“nostram” Vg). The 
Vulgate reflects the omission of 61’, as in codd. 
C 0285 and a few later mss. In Lefévre’s edition, 
the Vulgate is represented as reading vestram. 
The wording of Erasmus was the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot., Manetti and 
Lefévre (in Lefévre’s version, this phrase was 
positioned after amen). 


21 Porro qui ò St (“Qui autem” Vg.). See on 
Tob. 8,16. 


21 vna vobiscum cuv Oyiv ("vobiscum" Vg.; 
“vna nobiscum" 1535). For Erasmus’ addition 
of vna, see on Act. 1,22. In his 1535 edition, 
the spelling zobiscum, and the associated change 
from piv to fjuiv, yields a nonsensical read- 
ing (nos vna nobiscum and fju&g cv fjuiv), 
which cannot possibly have been intended 
by Erasmus. Perhaps the typesetter had begun 
by mistakenly inverting the first »- of xobis- 
cum, to produce nobiscum (a common hazard 
when handling movable types), and then com- 
pounded the first error by altering the Greek 
text to agree with the incorrect Latin text, 
instead of changing nobiscum back to uobiscum 
(i.e. vobiscum). 
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eis XpicTóv, Kal xpicas tds, O&ós, 
Z6 Kal ogpayicáuevos fds, Kal 
Sous Tov ppaBdva ToU tTvevpa- 
Tos v ois Kapdiais Adv. 
BEya è páprupa tov Gedv èm- 
KoAoUpor él thy guy yuxhv, oti 
gelSduevos Updv, oüUkén fjA8ov eis 
Kópiv8ov: 4ouy St KupieUouev 
Uydv Tis tiotews, SAAG ouvepyol 


écuev THs yapas Wav Ti yap 
TícT&  éoTü)kare. 

"Ekpiva è èuaur® toto, Td 

uh  móMwv ¿Abiy èv AWN 
mTpòs Úúpðs. ei yàp yò Aumó 
yds, Kai tis otv ó ev—pai- 
vov we, ef pt ó AuTrowpevos #8 
èuoŬ; *xoi typaya  Uyiv ToŬTO 
aÙTÓ, iva pt ÈABcov, AUTHY oxy 


2,3 oxo D E: exw A-C 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


in Christum: et qui vnxit nos, deus 
est: "qui etiam obsignauit nos, de- 
ditque arram spiritus in cordibus 
nostris. 

3Ego vero testem deum in- 
uoco in animam meam, quod par- 
cens vobis, nondum venerim Co- 
rinthum, ™non quod dominemur 
vobis nomine fidei, sed  adiuto- 
res sumus gaudii vestri, nam fide 
statis. 


Sed decreui apud memet ipsum 

hoc, non iterum cum dolore ad 
vos venire. ?Nam si ego moerore vos 
afficiam, et quis est qui exhilaret me, 
nisi is qui moerore afficitur ex me? 
3Et scripsi vobis hoc ipsum: ne si 
venissem ad vos, dolorem caperem 


22 deditque arram B-E: et dedit pignus 4 | 23 venerim B-E: veni 4 | 24 adiutores A B D E: 


adiutotes C 


2,1 memet B-E: me A | cum B-E: ind. | 2 moerore vos afficiam B-E: contristo vos A | 
exhilaret B-E: letificet 4 | moerore afficitur B-E: contristatur/4 | 3 caperem B-E: haberem A 


21 in Christum els Xpiordv (“in Christo” late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate rendering lacks explicit 
support from Greek mss. Erasmus has the same 
wording as the earlier Vulgate and Manetti. 


21 deus est Beds (“deus” Vg.). Erasmus adds a 
verb for the sake of clarity. Lefèvre made the 
same change. 

22 qui etiam & kai (“et qui” Vg.). See on Toh. 
6,36 for etiam. Erasmus’ rendering follows the 


Greek word-order more exactly (cf. qui et, in 
Ambrosiaster). 

22 obsignauit oppayroduevos (“signauit” Vg.). 
See on Job. 3,33, and Annot. The version of 
Manetti had consignauit. 

22 deditque xoà Sous (“et dedit" 1516 = Vg.) 
See on Joh. 1,39. 

22 arram Tov &ppapéxva (“pignus” 1516 = Vg.). 
This is the only place where Erasmus uses arra. 
At 2 Cor. 5,5; Eph. 1,14, he prefers arrabo, as 
advocated by Valla Ænnot. and Lefèvre at the 
present passage. See Annot., and see also Valla 


Elegantiae, VI, 57; Erasmus Paraphr. in Eleg. 
Laur. Vallae, ASD 1, 4, p. 296, ll. 435-443, for 
these expressions. 


23 vero 5€ (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 
Erasmus' rendering was the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster. 


23 nondum venerim owxéti ÑABov (“non veni 
vitra” Vg; "nondum veni" 1516). Erasmus 
translates according to the requirements of the 
context: see Annot. For his use of the subjunc- 
tive after quod, see on Job. 1,20. Lefèvre put 
non iterum veni, and Manetti non vltra veni. 


24 non quod dominemur oty 811 Kupievopuev 
(“non quia dominamur” Vg.). Erasmus takes 
the sense as being “I do not mean that we have 
dominion” rather than “not because we have 
dominion”. This substitution is consistent with 
the Vulgate use of zon quod at 2 Cor. 3,5; Phil. 
3,12. Similar changes also occur at Job. 6,46; 
Phil. 4,17. C£. also non quod for non quasi at Phil. 
4,11; 2 Thess. 3,9. Ambrosiaster and Manetti 
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had the same wording as Erasmus. Lefévre put 
non quod dominamur. 


24 vobis nomine fidei Sydsv tis rio recos ("fidei 
vestrae" Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus argues that 
ouóv should be connected with the immediately 
preceding verb, xupieuco (i.e. “have dominion 
over you because of, or with regard to, the 
faith"), rather than being taken as a possessive 
genitive (as in "have dominion over your faith"). 
He defended this viewpoint against objections 
by Stunica, in Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD 
IX, 2, pp. 190-2, ll. 483-493. 


24 statis oth Kxecte. In Annot., Erasmus cited 
the text as éorrKoyev (“we stand”), while 
acknowledging that the mss. varied on this 
point. The reading éo71\Kapev occurs in a few 
late mss, but not in any of those which 
Erasmus consulted at Basle. 


2,1 Sed decreui "Ekpwa Sé (“Statui autem” Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at Tit. 3,12. See 
also on Act. 15,19. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre 
put Decreui autem. 


1 apud memet ipsum boc tpautg toro (“hoc 
ipsum apud me” late Vg; "apud me ipsum 
hoc” 1516). Erasmus’ rendering is closer to the 
Greek word-order. For the more emphatic memet, 
which occurs only here in the N.T., cf. on 
vosmet, semet, and temet, at Rom. 6,13; Gal. 2,20; 
6,1. The 1516 rendering was the same as that 
of Lefévre. Manetti had ix me ipso hoc. 


1 non iterum ... ad vos venire TÒ yh THAW ÈA- 
eiv ... rrpós Gpds ("ne iterum ... venirem ad 
vos" Vg.). The Greek wording of Erasmus’ text 
is taken from cod. 2815, but his Latin word- 
order is closer to cod. 2817, which has Tò yf 
Tr&áAiv. ... Trpós Op&s EADETv, in company with 
1, 2816 and most other mss., commencing with 
N ABC 0223. The Vulgate reflects a different 
variant, TO pt) máAiwv ... EAOEiv Trpós Ups 
(placing &A8eiv after AUTrn), as in Pid DF G 
and a few later mss., including cod. 2105. The 
poorly supported reading adopted by Erasmus 
or his assistants remained in the Textus Recep- 
tus. His substitution of the infinitive, venire, 
resembled the version of Lefèvre, who had on 
rursus ... ad vos venire. Manetti put ne iterum ... 
ad vos venirem. 


1 cum dolore tv AUTH (“in tristitia” Vg; "in 
dolore” 1516). For cum, see on Rom. 1,4, and 
for dolor, see on Iob. 16,6. 

2 Nam si ei yao (“Si enim" Vg). See on 
Iob. 3,34. 
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2 moerore vos afficiam ... moerore afficitur Nun 
Ou&g ... AumroUuevos ("contristo vos ... con- 
tristatur" 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 16,20, and 
Annot. The version of Lefévre was tristitia afficio 
vos ... tristitia afficitur. 


2 qui exhilaret me ó eippaivev pe ("qui me 
laetificet” Vg.; "qui letificet me" 1516). Erasmus’ 
rendering follows the Greek word-order more 


closely. His chosen verb, exhilaro, was used by 
a wider range of classical authors than /aetifico, 
in this sense. Lefèvre put qui michi laeticiam 
(Comm.: letitiam) affert. 


2 is qui 6 ("qui" Vg.). Erasmus inserts a pronoun 
to complete the sense, adopting the rendering 
of Lefévre. 


3 scripsi vobis boc ipsum typaya óuiv ToUTo 
aùTtó (“hoc ipsum scripsi vobis" late Vg. and 
many Vg. mss., with Vg"; “hoc ipsum scripsi" 
some Vg. mss., with Vg“). The more common 
Vulgate reading, ending in vobis, corresponds 
with ToUTo até Éypoua óyiv in codd. D Fe" 
G (cf. cod. 2105, Eypawa Upiv até ToUTo). 
The other Vulgate reading, omitting vobis, lacks 
Greek support, apart from those mss. which 
have ypaya ToUTo avs, as in P* N * B, or 
Éypowa avd toto, as in codd. C* 0285. The 
reading adopted by Erasmus is supported by 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with codd. 1 and 
2816, as well as N ©" and most later mss. 


3 ne iva uh (“vt non" Vg). See on Iob. 3,20. 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had the same wording 
as Erasmus. 


3 si venissem ad vos EAGcov ("cum venero" Vg.). 
Erasmus' addition of ad vos is not based on 
Greek mss., but is inserted for the sake of cla- 
rity. Ambrosiaster had cum venissem, and Lefèvre 
veniens. 


3 dolorem caperem Nom ox ("tristitiam super 
tristitiam habeam" Vg; "dolorem haberem" 
1516). The Vulgate reflects the addition of ¿mì 
AUtny after AUTrny, as in codd. D F G and 
thirty other mss. Twenty-three others add ¿mì 
Aut. As Erasmus suggests in Annot., these 
additions may arise from harmonisation with 
Phil. 2,27. He includes this passage in the Quae 
Sint Addita. In omitting &ri AUTrny, he follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
2816, with 39^ N A B C 0285 and about 
530 later mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 2, pp. 650-2). In 1522 Annot., he discusses 
Stunica's citation of AUTrnv Eri. AUmmns oxó 
from the "codex Rhodiensis", concluding with 
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350 
àp ov er pe yalpew memo- 
Bas mi móvrag ús, Sti Á ipi 
xap& Tróvrov úv otv. 42k 
yap moñs B8Aiwews Kal cuvo- 
xfis KapSias éypaya wvpiv, 81d 
mov  Bakpuov, où% va Av- 
mneñTe, GAA  Tüv  éAyémmv iva 
yvóTe fjv exw Tepicootépws eis 
uuas. 

SET Sé tis AcAUTTnKev, oUk pé 
AeAuTnKev, GAA’ ard pépous, iva 
ut) émpPapd  mávrags pas. $ ika- 


vóv TO | Toot Á émitipia aŭ- 


Tn, fj Ud TrÀv mÀeaóvov — "oTt 
totvavtioyv paAAov yas  xapíca- 
oĝa kai TTrapoKaAéoal, uf) Trws 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


ex his, ex quibus oportebat me cape- 
re voluptatem: fiduciam hanc habens 
erga vos omnes, quod meum gaudi- 
um omnium vestrum sit. *Nam ex 
multa afflictione et anxietate cordis 
scripsi vobis, per multas lachrymas, 
non vt moerore afficeremini, sed vt 
cognosceretis charitatem quam habeo 
abundantius erga vos. 

5Quod si quis dolore affecit, 
non me dolore affecit, sed ex parte, 
ne aggrauem omneis vos. Sufficit 
istus| modi homini increpatio haec, 
quae facta est a pluribus: ’adeo vt 
e diuerso magis condonare debeatis 
et consolari: ne quo modo fiat, vt 


4 lachrymas B-E: lacrymas ÆA | moerore afficeremini B-E: contristaremini Æ | 5 prius dolore 


affecit B-E: vos contristauit ÆA | 


alt. dolore affecit B-E: contristauit A | 


aggrauem B-E: 


grauem A | 7 adeo vt B-E: Itaque A | condonare debeatis B-E: donate A | consolari B-E: 


consolamini A 


a robust condemnation of what appeared to be 
a pro-Vulgate tendency in this ms. (now lost, 
but possibly related to the group of mss. whose 
characteristic readings are frequently adopted 
in the text of the Acts and Epistles of the 
Complutensian Polyglot). See also the Apolog. 
resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 192, ll. 495- 
507. In 1527 Annot., Erasmus altered his quota- 
tion of Stunica's ms. to read Aúmnv Eri AUT 
ox, which was actually the reading of the 
Complutensian Polyglot. His Greek N.T. text 
of 1527 adopted ox, in agreement with Stunica 
and the Complutensian, and also with codd. 
2105 and 2816"4, supported by P“ N* A B 
0285 and a few later mss. The 1516-22 editions 
of his Greek text had ëxw, as in codd. 2815 
and 2817, as well as cod. 1 and most other mss., 
commencing with t$" C D F G. This form 
of the verb was retained in Erasmus’ main 
citation of the text in all five editions of Annot. 
For dolorem, see on Iob. 16,6. For the use of 
capio, cf. capio consolationem at Rom. 1,12, and 
also capio voluptatem later in the present verse. 
Manetti put tristitiam habeam, and Lefèvre tristitia 


afficiar. 
3 ex his ex quibus &o' dv (“de quibus" Vg.). 
Erasmus expands the wording, to complete the 


grammatical structure. For ex, see further on 
Act. 9,8. Ambrosiaster put a quibus, and Lefèvre 
ab iis a quibus. 

3 oportebat 5: (“oportuerat” Vg.). Erasmus is 
more literal in rendering the Greek imperfect 
tense here. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change, except that Lefévre placed oportebat 
after gaudium percipere. 

3 capere voluptatem yoipew (“gaudere” Vg.). 
This time the Vulgate gives a more exact trans- 
lation. By substituting a phrase which matches 
his use of dolorem caperem earlier in the verse, 
Erasmus creates a parallelism which is absent 
from the Greek text. As mentioned in the pre- 
vious note, Lefévre had gaudium percipere. 


3 fiduciam banc babens weroibes ("confidens" 
Vg.). A similar substitution of fiduciam babeo 
occurs at Mc. 10,24; Phil. 3,4. Manetti put 


confisus. 


3 erga vos omnes Eri rávras ous (“in omnibus 
vobis" Vg.). See on Act. 3,25 for erga. Erasmus’ 
rendering represents the Greek accusative more 
exactly here, though he retains confidit in deo 
for TrétroiWev Eri Tov Oedv at Mt. 27,43. 


3 quod .. sit &ri ... totw (“quia ... est” Vg). 
See on Joh. 1,20. Manetti put quod ... est. 
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4 afflictione OA\yews (“tribulatione” Vg.). See 
on Job. 16,21. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had 
pressura. 

4 anxietate cuvoyis ( angustia" Vg.). At Le. 
21,25 (1519), the only other N.T. passage where 
this Greek word occurs, Erasmus uses anxie- 
tas to replace pressura; see on lob. 16,21, and 
Annot., where he complains that angustia cordis 
implies meanness of spirit. For anxietas, see also 
on Rom. 2,9. 


4 moerore afficeremini AuTnPiyte (“contriste- 
mini” Vg.; “contristaremini” 1516). See on 
Iob. 16,20. Lefévre had tristemini. 

4 cognosceretis yvate (“sciatis” Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 14,7. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre put 
cognoscati: for Lefévre's word-order, see the 
following note. 

4 charitatem quam tiv &yémmy ... fjv ("quam 
charitatem" Vg.). Erasmus' version, which is 
here the same as that of Ambrosiaster, is closer 
to the Greek word-order. See Annot. The ren- 
dering of Lefèvre, still more literally, had the 
sequence dilectionem cognoscatis, qua. 


4 babeo tyw (“habeam” late Vg.). Erasmus’ 
literal rendering is in agreement with the earli- 
er Vulgate and Ambrosiaster. Lefèvre replaced 
quam ... habeam by qua ... afficior, placing afficior 
at the end of the sentence. 
4 erga vos els Opas ("in vobis" Vg.). Once again 
Erasmus is more accurate. See on Act. 3,25, and 
Annot. The same change was made by Lefèvre. 
5 Quod si quis Ei 6€ tis ("Si quis autem" Vg). 
See on Rom. 2,25. 
5 dolore affecit (twice) AeAUTInKev (“contristauit 
me ... contristauit” late Vg.; "vos contristauit 
. contristauit" 1516). The late Vulgate addi- 
tion of me is not explicitly supported by Greek 
mss. See Annot. This passage is listed in the 
1519-22 editions of the Quae Sint Addita. For 
dolore afficio, see on Iob. 16,20. Lefèvre had 
tristitiam intulit ... tristitia affecit. 
5 &XN. This spelling came from cod. 2815, 
supported by 2816", and also D F G and many 
other mss. In codd. 1, 2105, 2817, it was &AA, 


5 ne iva uf, ("vt non" Vg.). See on Iob. 3,20. 
Lefévre made the same change. 

5 agerauem &ripapó (“onerem” Vg.; "grauem" 
1516). In rendering this Greek verb elsewhere, 
Erasmus replaces grauo by sum oneri at 1 Thess. 
2,9; 2 Thess. 3,8. In Annot., he explains that 
his aim is to convey the sense of the Greek 
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prefix, ém-. Manetti's version incorrectly put 
bonorem, while Lefévre put videar ... onerare. 


5 omneis vávras (“omnes” Vg.). Erasmus in- 
troduces this archaic form of the accusative 
plural at seven other passages: Mt. 9,35 (1519 
only); 24,39 (1516 only); 2 Cor. 9,13; 1 Thess. 
5,14, 15, 26; Iud. 15. See also on plureis and treis 
at 1 Cor. 9,19; Gal. 1,18. 


6 istiusmodi homini 16) TooúTo (“illi qui eius- 
modi est" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 16,18. A similar 
substitution of the more pejorative istiusmodi 
also occurs at Act. 22,22 (1519); 2 Cor. 10,11; 
11,13; 2 Thess. 3,12. By removing qui ... est, Eras- 
mus produces a simpler rendering. Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefèvre had ei qui talis est. 

6 increpatio À Enimipío ("obiurgatio" Vg.). Eras- 
mus alleges in Aznot., that increpatio is the usual 
translation of this Greek word. What he perhaps 
meant was that zzcrepo is the usual translation 
of the verb émtipdw. The noun émitipia oc- 
curs only here in the N.T., and the form incre- 
patio does not exist in classical usage. Erasmus 
here imitated the rendering of Lefévre. 

6 quae facta est fj (“quae fit” Vg.). In view of 
the following mó, Erasmus chooses a more 
suitable form of the verb. See Annot. The word- 
order of Lefévre was quae a pluribus illata est. 
7 adeo vt Hote (“ita vt” Vg; "Itaque" 1516). 
See on Rom. 7,6, and Annot. The version of 
Lefévre put quare. 


7 e diuerso voUvavTíiov (“e contrario" late Vg. 
and most Vg. mss., with Vg"*; “e contra” some 
Vg. mss, with Vg*). In rendering the same 
Greek word elsewhere, Erasmus used contra, 
replacing e contra and e contrario at Gal. 2,7 and 
1 Petr. 3,9, respectively. Cf. Annot. 


7 condonare debeatis et consolari Suds yapicacða 
xal TrapaKoAéoa: (“donetis et consolemini" 
Vg; "donate et consolamini" 1516). In Annot., 
Erasmus argues that this an instance of synec- 
doche, and that the verb Sei should be under- 
stood. The substitution of condono occurs in 
the 1516 edition at 2 Cor. 12,13; Col. 2,13; 3,13, 
and additionally in 1519 at Lc. 7,42, 43; 2 Cor. 
2,10, emphasising the act of forgiveness. See 
also Annot. on vs. 10 and on 2 Cor. 12,13. 
Manetti contented himself with adding vos 
before donetis, while Lefévre had vos donate ei 
et consolamini eum. 

7 quo modo fiat, vt twos (“forte” Vg.). A si- 
milar substitution occurs at 1 Cor. 9,27. See 
further on Rom. 11,21 for the removal of 
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Th TpiccoTépa AUT  kararro8íj 
6 toiottos. *816 mapakai® Üpós, 
Kup@oa eis aùtòv &yånmnv. — "els 
ToŬTO yap Kal gypaya, iva yvó 
Tiv Sony Udy, ef es Tóávra 
úmýkooi iore. | "dj 686 m yapi- 
Ceo8e, Kal éyw. Kai yàp éyo & 
Tl Kexdpiopar, @ Keydpiopa, 5v 
Ou&s iv mpoooTmo Xpiotot, Miva 
M^ TÀeovekrn8Ouev Wd ToU oa- 
Tav&. oU yap avToU Ta vorjuara 
&yvooÜuev. 

U^ EA0Ov St eis thy Tpwdda eis 
TO esvayyéAiov ToU Xpiotov, koi 
Bupas yor dvewypévns èv Kupioo, 
Boùk Éoynka Gveoiv TG TrvevparTi 


9 upov A B: nuwv C-E 


9 scripseram B-E: scripsi A | 


cognoscerem B-E: cognoscam A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


immodico dolore absorbeatur huius- 
modi. *Quapropter obsecro vos, effi- 
cite vt valeat in illum charitas. ?Nam 
et in hoc scripseram vt cognoscerem 
probationem vestri, an ad omnia obe- 
dientes sitis. "Cui vero condonatis 
aliquid, et ego condono. Nam et 
ego si quid condonaui, cui condona- 
ui, propter vos condonaui in con- 
spectu Christi, "ne occuparemur a 
satana. Non enim illius cogitationes 
ignoramus. 

"Caeterum quum venissem Troa- 
dem in euangelium Christi, et ostium 
mihi esset apertum per dominum, 
Bnon habui relaxationem spiritu 


10 condonatis B-E: 


donatis Æ | condono B-E: om. A | prius condonaui B-E: donaui A | alt. condonaui B-E: 


donaui A | tert condonaui B-E: donaui A 


12 Caeterum B-E: Ceterum 4 | per do- 


minum B-E: in domino A | 13 relaxationem B-E: remissionem 4 


forte. Ambrosiaster put quo modo, Manetti ali- 
quatenus, and Lefèvre quo pacto. 


7 immodico Ti wepiocorépa (“abundantiori” 
Vg.). Erasmus, taking his cue from the context, 
interprets the comparative adjective as signify- 
ing not merely "greater sorrow" but "excessive 
sorrow". Ambrosiaster and Lefévre put abun- 
dantiore. 


7 dolore AUTH (“tristitia” Vg.). See on Job. 16,6. 


7 buiusmodi 6 toiottos ("qui eiusmodi est" 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 16,18. Lefèvre had qui talis 
est. 


8 Quapropter 816 ("Propter quod" Vg.). See on 
Act. 10,29. Manetti used Idcirco. 


8 efficite vt valeat ... charitas «upóoacu ... éryémmv 
(“vt confirmetis ... charitatem" Vg.). Erasmus 
associates the literal meaning of kupóco with 
the collective ratification of a decision at a 
public meeting, through the casting of votes. 
Applying this to the present context, he appears 
to treat the verb as a metaphor for the authority 
and effectiveness of united action: implying 
that the love shown by the Corinthians would 
only become effective (valeat) if they were 


united in their forgiveness of the individual in 
question. See Annot. At Gal. 3,15, he uses com- 
probo to translate the same Greek verb. Lefévre 
put resumite dilectionem. 


9 Nam et in hoc sis toUto yàp Kai ("Ideo 
enim et" Vg.). For zam, see on Job. 3,34. Eras- 
mus’ use of in hoc is a more exact rendering, 
though his word-order is less literal. Manetti 
had Jn hoc enim et, and Lefèvre Ad boc enim 
etiam (cf. Ambrosiaster, Ad hoc enim et). 

9 scripseram Eypawa ("scripsi vobis" late Vg.; 
"scripsi" 1516). The late Vulgate insertion of 
vobis corresponds with the addition of Uypiv in 
a few late mss. (cf. also the ungrammatical 
Eypaya Ouóv in codd. F G). Erasmus’ use of 
the pluperfect tense makes the apostle refer to 
his earlier epistle rather than the one which was 
now being sent. Erasmus' 1516 edition agreed 
with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefévre. 

9 cognoscerem yy (“cognoscam” 1516 = Vg.). 
The imperfect tense was made necessary by 
Erasmus’ substitution of scripseram earlier in 
the sentence. Lefévre put periculum vestri faciam 
for cognoscam experimentum vestrum. 
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9 probationem tiv Boxwriv. experimentum" 
Vg.). A similar substitution occurs at 2 Cor. 8,2; 
Phil. 2,22, in accordance with Vulgate usage 
at Rom. 5,4; 2 Cor. 9,13, but Erasmus retains 
experimentum in rendering the same Greek word 
at 2 Cor. 13,3. C£. Annot. on 2 Cor. 8,2, where 
Erasmus cites "Ambrose" (ie. Ambrosiaster) 
as an authority for the use of probatio. At the 
present passage, Ambrosiaster omits the word. 


For Lefévre’s version, see the previous note. 


9 vetri Gydv (“vestrum” Vg). This change 
treats Uuddv as an objective genitive (i.e. “that 
I might know, or obtain, proof concern- 
ing you") A similar substitution occurs at 
Le. 11,39; 1 Thess. 2,7. The reading fjuówv in 
1522-35 appears to be a misprint. Lefévre had 
the same rendering as Erasmus. 


9 ad omnia cis Trávra (“in omnibus" Vg). 
Erasmus is more literal here. 


10 vero 5é (“autem” Vg.). Understandably Eras- 
mus felt that a continuative sense was more 
appropriate in this context. 


10 condonatis aliquid 1 yapičesðe (“aliquid 
donastis" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.; "donatis 
aliquid" 1516). The perfect tense of the late 
Vulgate lacks support from Greek mss., though 
the Vulgate word-order is more literal. For con- 
dono, see on vs. 7, and Annot. The version of 
Lefèvre put quippiam condonatis. 


10 ego condono tye (“ego” 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus 
amplifies the sense by supplying a verb: see 
Annot. 


10 si quid condonaui, cui condonaui & Y «eyá- 
piona, à Key&piopar (“quod donaui, si quid 
donaui" Vg; "si quid donaui, cui donaui" 
1516). The Vulgate reflects a Greek text having 
à keyápiopa, ef Ti kexápicpon, as found in 
PEN A B C (F G) 0285 and a few other mss. 
Erasmus follows cod. 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 
2816 and about 500 other late mss. His cod. 
2815, together with about fifty other late mss., 
omitted & Kkexápiopa (see Aland Die Pauli- 
nischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 653-6). See Annot. For 
condono, see on vs. 7. The version suggested by 
Valla Annot. was identical with Erasmus’ 1516 
edition. Manetti put aliquid donaui alicui donaui, 
and Lefèvre si quippiam alicui condonaui ei 
condonaui. 


10 propter vos condonaui 8v “pas ("propter 
vos" Vg.; "propter vos donaui" 1516 Lat.). In 
Annot., Erasmus argues that an additional verb 
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is required, to complete the sense. Regarding 
condono, see again on vs. 7. 


10 conspectu rpoocoro (“persona” Vg.). Either 
rendering is possible. In Annot., Erasmus com- 
ments on the ambiguity of the Greek wording, 
as meaning either "in the sight of Christ" or 
"in the person of Christ". 


11 ze iva uh ("vt non” Vg.). See on Joh. 3,20, 
and Annot. The rendering adopted by Erasmus 
was the same as that of Ambrosiaster. 


11 occuparemur wAcovextnOduev (“circumueni- 
amur” Vg.). Erasmus elsewhere replaces circum- 
uenio with fraudo at 2 Cor. 7,2; 1 Thess. 4,6, and 
with expilo and extorqueo at 2 Cor. 12,17-18, all 
in rendering the same Greek verb. He retains 
circumuenio only at Act. 7,19, for katacogiZopan. 
The Greek verb TrAcovextéoo signifies the obtain- 
ing of an unfair advantage, which may or may 
not be by means of deception, whereas circum- 
uenio means to surround or to cheat: cf. Annot. 


11 illius cogitationes ignoramus atrtoU TÈ vońpa- 
ta &yvootpev ("ignoramus cogitationes eius" 
Vg.. Erasmus’ rendering follows the Greek 
word-order more closely. Manetti put iztellectio- 
nes suas ignoramus, and Lefèvre mentis eius astutias 
ignoramus (cf. the 1492 edition of Ambrosiaster, 
which has ignoramus astutias eius). 


12 Caeterum quum venissem 'EA0cov S ("Cum 
venissem autem" Vg.). See on Act. 6,2 for 
caeterum. Erasmus has the same rendering as 
Lefèvre. In Manetti's version, it was Cum autem 
tandem venissem. 


12 in eis ("propter" Vg.). The Vulgate corre- 
sponds with the replacement of eis Td eùayyé- 
Aiov by Sià rò evaryyéAiov in codd. F G 
(cf. Sià ToU evayyeAiou in cod. D). Manetti 
and Lefèvre put ad and ob, respectively. 


12 esset apertum àvewypévns ("apertum esset" 
Vg. For Erasmus’ preference for an earlier 
position for sum, see on Rom. 2,27. Manetti’s 
rendering of the whole phrase was ianua aperta 
mibi esset, while Lefévre had porta michi aperta 
esset. 


12 per dominum tv xupico (“in domino" 1516 
= Vg). See on Rom. 1,17. 

13 relaxationem &veow ("requiem" Vg.; “remis- 
sionem" 1516). See on Act. 24,23. 

13 spiritu té& vrveuuom (“spiritui” Vg.). Erasmus 
commented in Annot., to the effect that the 
Latin ablative case was the correct idiomatic 
equivalent for the Greek dative, when expressing 
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pou, TO pt evpsiv pe Titov tov &&eA- 
gov pou, &AA& a&trota€dpevos atrrois, 
EETABov cis MoxeBoviav. "tæ Sè bed 
xópis, TH Wavtote SpiayBevovt: fju&s 
év Ta Xpiotd, kal thy ouv Tfjs 
yvocscos attoU pavepotvT: r fiudov 
iv mavti tome “dt Xpiotot eð- 
wõia gopév TH 9&5, tv Toig owGopé- 
vois Kai év Toig &moAAuuévoig ols 
èv dour) Gavetou cis Sdvatov of; 5E 
Sout) Gofjs eis Gov. Kal treds tav- 
Ta tis ikavés; Vou yáp éouev os of 
TOAAO! KaTInAgvovTes Tov Aóyov ToU 
Beot, &AX' dog EE efAikpiveias, GAA’ cos 
èk Qc0U, karrevooriov ToU feo, | èv 
XpicrO AcaAoUypev. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


meo, eo quod non inuenissem Titum 
fratrem meum, sed dimissis illis abii 
in Macedoniam. “Deo autem gra- 
tia, qui semper triumphat per nos 
in Christo, et odorem notitiae suae 
manifestat per nos in omni loco. 
I5 Quoniam Christi bona fragrantia 
sumus deo, in his qui salui fiunt: 
et in his qui pereunt, “his quidem 
odor mortis ad mortem: illis vero 
odor vitae ad vitam. Et ad haec quis 
idoneus? "Non enim sumus vt ple- 
rique cauponantes sermonem dei, sed 
velut ex synceritate, sed velut ex deo 
in conspectu | dei per Christum 
loquimur. 


13 adeAqov A C-E: ae8Aqov B | 14 nuas B-E: upas A 


15 bona B-E: om. A | 16 priusad B-E: in A | alt ad B-E: in A | 17 plerique B-E: plaeri- 
que A | sermonem C-E: verbum A B | per Christum B-E: in Christo 4 


the instrument or manner of action. This 
change was anticipated by Manetti. Ambrosi- 
aster had in spiritu. 


13 inuenissem evpeiv (“inuenerim” Vg). Eras- 
mus, no doubt, wished to avoid the perfect 
tense because it could be taken to imply that, 
by the time Paul wrote this epistle, he had still 
not found Titus. That he had met with Titus 
in the meantime, is seen e.g. from 2 Cor. 7,6. 
Lefèvre put reperi. 


13 dimissis illis &moTtaẸá&pevos atrrois (“vale- 
faciens eis” Vg.). See on Act. 18,18, and Annot., 
for dimitto. The substitution of illis for eis 
(both of which pronouns refer, by implication, 
to the Christians of Troas) was partly for the 
sake of stylistic variety, in view of the use of 
eo earlier in the verse. Manetti put abiens ab 
eis. 


13 abii èẸÑA0ov (“profectus sum” Vg.). Eras- 
mus uses abeo for t&&pyopuon at only three 
other passages (Mt. 9,31; Mc. 16,8; Act. 16,19), 
each time as a substitute for exeo. More fre- 
quently he retains proficiscor for this Greek 
verb, particularly in Acts, though his usual 


rendering is either exeo or egredior. He generally 
reserves abeo for émépyouai, TropeUopot and 
ÜTr&tyo. 

14 gratia X&pis (“gratias” Vg.). See on Rom. 
6,17. In Annot., Erasmus suggests that gratia 
was the original Vulgate reading (“ita, ni fal- 
lor, vertit interpres"). However, in the light 
of the Vulgate use of gratias at 1 Cor. 15,57; 
2 Cor. 8,16; 9,15 (these last two in the earlier 
Vulgate only) there is no need to suppose 
that the present passage was worded any dif- 
ferently. Lefévre began the sentence with Deo 
autem gratia sit, and Manetti Gratia autem 
deo. 


14 per nos (1st.) huss (“nos” Vg.). In 1516, Eras- 
mus’ text had Wpas, probably due to an error 
of the typesetter, as it conflicts with his Basle 
mss. and with his Latin rendering. He added 
per because he wished to avoid the interpretation, 
"God triumphs over us", and was conscious 
that triumpbo is normally intransitive in classical 
usage. Cf. Annot. A more convincing rendering 
was offered by Manetti, who put semper trium- 
phare nos facit, and similarly Lefèvre had sos 
semper triumphare facit. 
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14 Christo 1 Xpicró (“Christo Iesu" Vg.). 
The Vulgate addition of Ies is supported by 
P“ and a few later mss., which add “Incod. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change as 
Erasmus. 


15 Quoniam 611 ("quia" Vg). See on Rom. 
8,21. The same substitution was again made 
by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


15 bona fragrantia sùwsia (“bonus odor" Vg.; 
"fragrantia" 1516) Erasmus also substitutes 
bona fragrantia for suauitas in rendering eù- 
wia at Eph. 5,2; Phil. 4,18. In vss. 14 and 16 
of this chapter, and elsewhere, odor is used to 
translate the different Greek word, doy). See 
Annot. 


16 fis... illis ols ... ols ("aliis ... aliis" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 14,5, and Annot. The version of 
Lefévre had In bis ... in illis, while Manetti put 
Aliquibus ... Aliquibus. 


16 ad (twice) cis (“in” 1516 =Vg.). See on 
Rom. 5,16. Lefévre made the same substitution. 
Ambrosiaster put in ... ad. 


16 vero 5& (“autem” Vg.). See on loh. 1,26. 
The same change was made by Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


16 idoneus ikavós (“tam idoneus" Vg). The 
Vulgate addition of tam lacks Greek ms. support. 
In Annot., Erasmus speculates that the original 
Vulgate rendering of tis was quisnam, later 
changed by scribes into quis tam. For another 
insertion of tam by the Vulgate, see on Phil. 
2,20. Erasmus includes both passages in the 
Quae Sint Addita. The extra word was omitted 
by Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot., Manetti and 
Lefévre. Of these, Manetti put idoneus est, and 
Lefévre sufficiens. 


17 ot cs (“sicut” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,21. 
Lefévre made the same change, while Manetti 
had ceu. 


17 plerique ot moroi (“plurimi” Vg.). Erasmus 
is more accurate here, as the Greek text does 
not explicitly warrant the use of a superlative. 
The word TroAXoÍ was derived from cod. 2817, 
together with 2105, 2816 and about 280 other 
mss., commencing with iN. A B C. In Annot., 
Erasmus also cites mss. which replace TroAAot 
by Aorrro, as in codd. 1 and 2815, as well as 
P“ D F G and about 310 other mss. (see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 657-9). In 1516 
Annot., he omits of before Aorroí but not 
before moroi. The spelling plaerique, used here 
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by the 1516 edition, also occurs at Act. 19,32; 
2 Petr. 2,2, and plaeraque at Mc. 12,37 (all in 
1516 only). Lefévre had multi, clearly following 
a Greek text having of troAAci, but Manetti 
put reliqui, reflecting the variant reading, oi 
Aorrrof. 


17 cauponantes KarnAevovtes (“adulterantes” 
Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus argues that the Greek 
verb means to misuse something with a view 
to making a profit, rather than simply to 
corrupt. The rare Latin verb cauponor, found 
only in Ennius among classical authors, was 
also used here by Valla Ænnot., Manetti and 
Lefévre. 


17 sermonem tov Aóyov (“verbum” 1516-19 
= Vg.). See on Job. 1,1. 


17 velut (1st) dos (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission has little support other than codd. 
F G. See Annot., where Erasmus also suggests 
using tanquam, as had been proposed by Valla 
Annot. and Lefévre. Manetti had velut. 


17 sed (2nd.) GAA’ (late Vg. omits). The late 
Vulgate omission once more corresponds with 
the text of codd. F G. The version of Lefévre 
made the same correction as Erasmus. Manetti 
had er. 


17 velut (2nd.) cs ("sicut" Vg.). See on Rom. 
8,36. In Annot., Erasmus again gave tanquam as 
an alternative. Valla Annot. objected to the 
Vulgate use of sicut, on the grounds that the 
Greek wording did not convey a "similitude". 
As before, Lefèvre offered tanquam, and Manetti 
velut. 


17 in conspectu dei xocrevoyriov ToU bot (“co- 
ram deo" Vg.). A similar substitution occurs at 
2 Cor. 12,19; Col. 1,22. At Eph. 1,4, however, 
a change is made in the opposite direction, 
from in conspectu to coram. See further on Act. 
3,13. It is possible that the Vulgate might have 
been based on a text replacing Katevatriov 
with korrévavi, as in 38/6 N * A B C and thirty 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, in company with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 
or (D) F G and about 550 other mss. (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 659-62). 
Lefévre made the same change. 


17 per Christum tv Xpiote (“in Christo" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. Erasmus retains veri- 
tatem dico in Christo at Rom. 9,1, and in Christo 
loquimur at 2 Cor. 12,19 (where the Greek is 
identical to the present passage). 
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Apyxóus0a máňv  éauToUg ouvi- 
otdvelv. ei ut) xphčopev cog tives 
cucTaTiKÓv ETIOTOAGY mpós Ups, 
fj i£ óuà!v cucroarikÓv; 7 èm- 
otoi Tudv Queis ote, Eyyeypan- 
mévn èv tais kapõiais Tiu, yiveo- 


cKopévn Kal dvayiveockopévn 1rd 
TávrOv avOpwtreav, pavepoupevor 
oti otè motoa) Xpiotol, Sia- 


Kovnôsioa, Up’ ñuðv éyyeypoupévn, 
ov  péAavi, GAA mveúparıi E00 
Gavtos, otk èv maafi ArGivais, 
GAN? èv TAGE: KapSias oapkivais. 

^ITemoíónoiv Sè ToralTny  Éyo- 
pev Sic to XpiotoG pds Tov 
Oedv, Soty ðt ikavol  éopev 
&p' aurov Aoyifecbai Ti ws i6 


3,4 xpic rou B-E: ypiovrou A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Incipimus rursus nos ipsos com- 

mendare. Num egemus vt non- 
nulli commendatitiis epistolis. apud 
vos, aut a vobis commendatitiis? 
^Epistola nostra vos estis, inscripta 
in cordibus nostris quae intelligi- 
tur et legitur ab omnibus homi- 
nibus, dum declaratis quod estis 
epistola Christi, subministrata, a no- 
bis inscripta, non atramento, sed 
spiritu dei viuentis, non in tabu- 
lis lapideis, sed in tabulis cordis 
carneis. 

^Fiduciam autem huiusmodi ha- 
bemus per Christum erga deum, 
5non quod idonei simus, ex nobis 
ipsis cogitare quicquam tanquam ex 


3,1 a B-E:exA | 3 declaratis B-E: manifestatis A 


3,1 rursus táv (“iterum” Vg.). See on Job. 9,9. 
Lefévre put rursum. 


1 nos ipsos &au'roUs ("nosmet ipsos" Vg.). See 
on 1 Cor. 11,31. 


1 ouviotdveiv. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus cited 
the text as cuviotévan (formed from ouviornut 
rather than cuvic Távoo), a variant found in few 
mss. other than codd. F G. 


1 Num & ph ("Aut nunquid" Vg.). The Vul- 
gate reflects a Greek text having f| uń, as in 
P“ M B C D F G and some other mss., 
including 28179" "4, Erasmus followed codd. 
2815 and 2817*, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, 
with cod. A and most later mss. See on Job. 
3,4 for num. Manetti had nisi, and Lefèvre 
Anne. 

1 vt cos (“sicut” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,21. Manetti 
and Lefévre both made the same change. 

1 nonnulli mives (“quidam” Vg). See on 
Rom. 11,14. The same change was made by 
Lefèvre. 

1 apud pds (“ad” Vg). Erasmus’ choice 
of preposition was affected by the adjective 


ovoTatikay, referring to letters which might 
commend the apostle for approval by the 
Corinthians: see Annot. A comparable use of 
apud after commendo occurs at 2 Cor. 4,2. 


1 a é€ (“ex” 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus considered 
that the correct idiomatic usage was for a letter 
to be sent “by” a person (a or ab), but "from" 
a place (e or ex). Cf. Annot. The word-order of 
Lefévre was commendaticiis a vobis. 


1 commendatitiis (2nd.) ovoracrikóv (Vg. omits). 
The Vulgate omission is supported by a few 
mss., commencing with P% N A B C. As usual, 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, com- 
bined with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other late 
mss.: cf. also cuvotatiKév in cod. D°", and 
ouvotatikæv émiotoAdy in codd. (F) G. See 
Annot. The word has sometimes been con- 
demned as a later explanatory addition. If, 
however, the word was an authentic part of the 
text, it is possible that a few scribes omitted it, 
either accidentally or because they considered 
it an unnecessary repetition. The word was 
likewise added by Manetti and Lefévre. For 
Lefévre's spelling, see the previous note. 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS SECVNDA 3,1-5 


2 inscripta Ey yeypaupévn ("scripta" Vg.). Eras- 
mus wishes to convey the sense of the Greek 
prefix èy- (or év-). A similar substitution occurs 
in vs. 3. 


2 quae intelligitur ywwokopévn ("quae sci- 
tur" Vg.). Erasmus wanted to express, even if 
only imperfectly, the elegant association be- 
tween yivcockouévm and the following &va- 
yivwokopévn (legitur); see Annot. Cf. also on 
Iob. 1,33 and 1 Cor. 14,7. Ambrosiaster and 
Lefévre had quae cognoscitur, while Manetti put 
nota. 


3 dum declaratis pavepovyevoi (“manifestati” 
Vg; “dum manifestatis” 1516). In Annot., 
Erasmus argues, in effect, that the Greek par- 
ticiple has a reflexive sense ("you show your- 
selves to be ...”), whereas the Vulgate renders 
it as a passive (“shown”). See on Rom. 1,20 for 
his use of dum elsewhere. Lefévre put qui 
manifestamini. 


3 quod &ni (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 


3 estis epistola taté EmotoAn ("epistola estis" 
Vg.). Erasmus' rendering is more literal as to 
the word-order, agreeing with the versions of 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


3 subministrata Biaxovneioa (“ministrata” Vg.). 
See on Act. 24,23. Erasmus has the same ren- 
dering as Lefèvre. 


3 inscripta tyyeypaupévn (“et scripta" Vg.). 
The Vulgate addition of et reflects the inser- 
tion of kai before the participle, as in P% B 
and a few later mss. For inscripta, see on vs. 2. 
See also Annot. The versions of Ambrosias- 
ter, Manetti and Lefévre had scripta, omitting 
et. 


3 viuentis Géovros (“viui” Vg.). See on Act. 1,3. 
Lefévre made the same change. 


3 xapbíos. Erasmus derived kapBíos from 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 2105, as 
well as cod. F and some other mss., along with 
Lefèvre Comm. In Annot., Erasmus also records 
the reading kapBíais (“hearts”), dative plural, 
attested by cod. 1 and most other mss., com- 
mencing with N A B C D G. The latter variant 
seemed capable of having been produced by 
scribal assimilation to the surrounding datives, 
and was condemned by Erasmus as a mistake. 
From another point of view, however, kapBíaus 
has the merit of being a lectio difficilior, as it 
must be understood as being in apposition to 
TAGE! 
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3 carneis capxivons (“carnalibus” Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus distinguished odpxivos (“made of, or 
having the substance of flesh") from capki- 
Kos (“having the quality, or characteristics of 
flesh"), a point which was of some importance 
in view of the pejorative connotations of carnalis. 
However, in classical usage, carnalis was rare, 
and carneus unknown, as the usual form of the 
adjective was carnosus. Lefevre made an identical 
change. 


4 buiusmodi toin'itny (“talem” Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 5,1. 


4 erga wpds (“ad” Vg.). See on Act. 3,25. 


5 idonei simus ixavol topev ("sufficientes si- 
mus" Vg.). This substitution is consistent with 
Vulgate usage at 2 Cor. 2,16; 2 Tim. 2,2. For 
Erasmus' occasional use of idoneus to replace 
dignus, see also on 1 Cor. 15,9. He retains sufficio 
in rendering ikavós at 2 Cor. 2,6. Depending 
on the context, he sometimes also retains 
copiosus, dignus, or more frequently, multus, in 
rendering the same Greek word. At the pres- 
ent passage, he no doubt wished to avoid 
the combination of auxiliary verb and present 
participle: see on Job. 1,28. One ms. of Manetti's 
version (Urb, Lat. 6) had sufficientes sumus, which 
may have been a scribal error, though it agrees 
with the wording of Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put 
sufficiamus. 

5 ex nobis ipsis cogitare quicquam aq’ taxuTdv 
AoyiZeoOat Tı ("cogitare aliquid a nobis” Vg.). 
The spelling AcyiZeo@a1 was derived from 
codd. 2815 and 2817, with support from 
CD FG and a few later mss. In codd. 1, 2105, 
2816 and most other mss., commencing with 
N A B, it is Aoyícac9o1, The Vulgate reflects 
a different Greek word-order, Aoyícao9aí (or 
Aoyílec8oi) ti &o' ExuTddyv, as in codd. A D 
F G and a few later mss. In X B C and a few 
others, &' &cuóv is transposed before ikavot. 
Erasmus' word-order (i.e. apart from his choice 
of verb) is supported by most later mss. Regar- 
ding the use of e for &rró, see on Act. 9,8, 13. 
Cf. also 2 Cor. 10,7, where Erasmus replaces 
cogito apud se with perpendo ex se ipso. He adds 
ipsis to reinforce the reflexive sense of the Greek 
pronoun: cf. on loh. 11,55. For quicquam, see 
on Rom. 15,18. Manetti put a nobis ipsis, and 
Lefévre ex nobis ipsis, both followed by aliquid 
cogitare. 


5 tanquam cos (“quasi” Vg.). See on Rom. 9,32. 


Erasmus’ rendering is the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 
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éauóv, GAA’ fi ikavórns fuv k ToO 
OsoU- Sóc Kal ikávoosv Huds 51oóvous 
Kaivijs 81a8Tjkns, où ypéápparos, AAG 
Trveupatos TO yàp ypéupa é&mokreí- 
vei, TO Sé mveŭpa Cworroiel. Tei SE f 
Sioxovia ToU 9avérou iv ypóuuaci, 
évteTuTropévn èv Aí8oi, £yevrjür èv 5ó- 
£n, dote pt) 80vac9ai évaevion Tous 
vious ‘lopañ eis TO mpóowmov Mw- 
otws, Sid thy 8d€av ToU Tpocawtrou 
aUroU, Thy Kkatapyoupévny *mrós où- 
Xl u&AAov fj SiaKxovia ToU TrveUparros 
gota tv 86€n; ei yàp Å Siakovia 
Tfj; Katakpicews 866a, TOAAG uÕAAOV 
TepicoeUe f) Siaxovia tis Sikarooúvns 
èv 86€n. "kai yàp ot5t Sedófaortar 
TO 8:6o&aouévov v ToUTO TH pépel, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


nobis ipsis: sed si ad aliquid idonei 
sumus, id ex deo est, ‘qui et ido- 
neos fecit nos ministros noui testa- 
menti, non literae, sed spiritus: nam 
litera occidit, spiritus autem viuifi- 
cat. 7Quod si administratio mortis 
in literis, deformata in saxis, fuit in 
gloria, adeo vt non possent oculos 
intendere filii Israel in faciem Mosi, 
propter gloriam vultus eius, quae abo- 
letur: cur non potius administra- 
tio spiritus erit in gloria? "Nam 
si administratio condemnationis glo- 
ria, multo magis excellit administra- 
tio iustitiae in gloria. "Quandoqui- 
dem ne glorificatum quidem fuit, 
quod glorificatum est in hac parte, 


5 alt. eaurov B-E: eavrov A | 7 poorws E: uovotos A-D 


5 si... id C-E; omnis sufficientia nostra Æ, omnis idoneitas nostra B | 6 literae B-E: litterae A | 


litera B-E: littera A | 


7 administratio B-E: ministerium 4 | 


literis, deformata B-E: litteris, 


formulis expressum 4 | Mosi E: Moysi A-D | 8 potius administratio B-E: magis ministeri- 
umA | 10 ne glorificatum quidem B-E: nec glorificatum 4 


5 nobis ipsis (2nd.) &avróv (“nobis” Vg.). Again 
Erasmus prefers to render the reflexive pronoun 
more emphatically, as he had done earlier in 
the sentence. The same change was made by 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


5 si ad aliquid idonei sumus, id ù Wavórns hdv 
("sufficientia nostra" Vg.; "omnis sufficientia 
nostra" 1516; "omnis idoneitas nostra" 1519). 
Erasmus altered the construction in 1522, to 
avoid the non-classical terms, sufficientia and 
idoneitas, and also to produce consistency with 
the use of idoneus in vs. 6 as well as in the earlier 
part of the present verse. Cf. Annot. The addi- 
tion of omnis in 1516-19, and of ad aliquid in 
1522-35, was not explicitly warranted by the 
Greek text. 


6 idoneos fecit nos ikaveoev tas ("idoneos nos 
fecit" Vg.). Erasmus' rendering is closer to the 
Greek word-order. Cf. Annot. The version of 
Manetti put sufficientes nos fecit, and Lefèvre 
suffecit nos. 


6 literae, sed spiritus y p&ppocros, GAAG Trvevpa- 
Tos ("littera sed spiritu" late Vg. and some Vg. 


mss.). The late Vulgate use of the ablative case 
has little support from Greek mss. See Annot. 
The substitution of the genitive was proposed 
by Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre, though 
Valla considerably expands the meaning. 


6 nam litera tò yop ypåppa ("littera enim" 
Vg.). See on Job. 3,34. Valla Annot. suggested 
quia littera. 


6 d&troxteiver. This spelling occurs in cod. B 
and many later mss. The reading of codd. 
1, 2105, 2815, 2816, 2817 and many other mss. 
is &rokréve, with support from 33*** A C D. 
Some mss. have é&ctroxtévvel, as in PO" N G. 
7 administratio $j S\oxovia (“ministratio” Vg.; 
"ministerium" 1516). A similar substitution 
occurs in vss. 8-9, and Erasmus also replaces 
ministerium by administratio at Epb. 4,12. Usually, 
he preferred ministerium, as used here in his 
first edition. See further on Rom. 12,7; 1 Cor. 
12,5; 2 Cor. 4,1. The word administratio was also 
used here by Ambrosiaster. 

7 in literis tv yp&ppaci (“litteris” Vg). On 
this occasion, Erasmus renders év more literally. 
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It does not appear that the Vulgate omission 
of in reflected any difference of Greek text. 
Valla Annot. and Manetti made the same change 
as Erasmus. 


7 deformata &vrerumoyévn ("formulis expres- 
sum" 1516) The spelling -ouévn lacks ms. 
support. All Erasmus’ Basle mss. have -wpévn 
here. Possibly he was influenced by Valla Annot., 
where the spelling was &rurrou£vn, The changed 
rendering adopted by the 1516 edition was pro- 
bably intended to prevent deformata (“shaped” 
or "outlined") from being misunderstood to 
mean literally “deformed”: see Annot. The ver- 
sion proposed by Valla Annot. was informata. 
Manetti put figurata, and Lefèvre efformata. 

7 saxis MBos ("lapidibus" Vg.). Usually Erasmus 
was content to retain Zapis. In the present con- 
text, he no doubt wished to avoid the idea that 
these were small stones. 


7 adeo vt coe (“ita vt” Vg.). See on Rom. 7,6. 
Lefévre made the same change. 


7 possent oculos intendere Bivac8ai Evarrevíoot 
("possent intendere" Vg.). The spelling vars- 
vioa was drawn from cod. 2817, with little 
other ms. support. Cod. 2815 has the word- 
order &revícoi Súvacðaı, likewise found in 
few other mss. Most mss. have SUvac@a1 &re- 
vica as in codd. 1, 2105, 2816. See on Act. 
7,55 for oculos intendo. Manetti had possint 
intendere, and Lefèvre valerent ... intendere. 

7 Mosi Mwotws (“Moysi” 1516-27 = late Vg.). 
In 1516-27, Erasmus’ Greek text followed 
cod. 2817 in putting Matictws, supported by 
cod. 1 and most other mss. In codd. 2105 and 
2816, it is McxJo£os. The spelling adopted in 
the 1535 edition has support from cod. 2815, 
with codd. A D and many later mss. 


7 quae aboletur tiv Katapyoupevny (“quae 
euacuatur" Vg.). See on Rom. 6,6. 


8 cur Tas (“quomodo” Vg.). Erasmus does not 
elsewhere make this substitution, and generally 
retains quomodo. Cf., however, cur non potius for 
Siati oUxl paAAov at 1 Cor. 6,7, and for où 
u&AXXov at 1 Cor. 9,12. Lefèvre put quo pacto. 
8 potius u&Aħov ("magis" 1516 = Vg.). See on 
Act. 20,35. 

8 administratio $, S\oxovia (“ministratio” Vg.; 
"ministerium" 1516). See on vs. 7. Erasmus’ 
1519 rendering was the same as that of Am- 
brosiaster. 

9 administratio (twice) 1 byokovía (“ministratio 
.. ministerium" Vg.). See on vs. 7. Erasmus is 


359 


more consistent here: cf. Ambrosiaster, in admi- 
nistratione ... administratio. Lefèvre put ministratio 
(twice). 

9 condemnationts 1fjs Kacrakpíoscos (“damnatio- 
nis” Vg.). This change conforms with Vulgate 
usage in rendering korrókpicis at 2 Cor. 7,3. See 
also on Job. 3,19; Rom. 8,1. Lefèvre made the 
same change. The mss. of Manetti's translation 
substituted spiritus, representing a harmonisation 
with vs. 8. 

9 gloria (1st.) 6ó£a ("in gloria est" late Vg.). 
The Vulgate addition of est corresponds with 
ófa &oTív in codd. D* F G. However, the late 
Vulgate insertion of i lacks Greek ms. support, 
and may have been influenced by in gloria at 
the end of this verse. See Annot. Erasmus’ word- 
ing is the same as that of Ambrosiaster and 
Lefèvre. 


9 excellit trepiccever (“abundat” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 3,7. Ambrosiaster (1492) and Manetti put 
abundabit, future tense, with support from 
cod. D and a few later mss. 

10 Quandoquidem xoi yap ("Nam" Vg.). Cf. on 
Act. 2,29. Lefèvre had etenim, while Valla Annot., 
began the sentence with Neque enim (cf. Nec 
enim in Ambrosiaster). 


10 ne glorificatum quidem fuit ob5t 5sbóEaco Ton 
(“nec glorificatum est” Vg.; "nec glorificatum 
fuit" 1516). For ne... quidem, see on loh. 7,5, 
and for fuit, see on Rom. 4,2. The use of ov&é 
in Erasmus' text may have been influenced by 
Valla Annot., who offered the reading oW5é 
&d€ao8a with the translation Negue ... glorifi- 
catum est. In nearly all mss., including those at 
Basle, it is où Se5d§aorTau, as correctly cited 
in Lefévre Comm. and 1516 Annot. However, 
oùðé was substituted for où in 1519-35 Annot. 
The incorrect oU6É was retained by the Textus 
Receptus. Manetti put non glorificatur. In Lefévre’s 
version, the word-order was in hac parte glorifi- 
catum, non glorificatum est. 


10 quod glorificatum est tò Be50Eaopévov (“quod 
claruit" Vg.) Erasmus produces consistency 
with the use of glorifico earlier in the sentence. 
See Annot. The Vulgate does not elsewhere use 
claresco or clareo. For the removal of the related 
verb, clarifico, see on Iob. 12,23. The change 
made by Erasmus agrees with the wording of 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti. Lefèvre put just 
&lorificatum: for his changed word-order, see the 
previous note. The text of Valla Annot. appears 
defective at this point, having just 1d quod fuit, 
without glorificatum. 
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évexev Tis UTrepBaAAovons Sógns. Hei 
yap TÒ kaTapyoupevoy, Sià Sóng, TOÀ- 
A® u&AAov TÒ pévov, év ógn. 
2”Eyovtes ot Tota rnv EXrrlba,, To- 
Af] Tappnoia xpoxue8a,  kod où kairrep 
Moocfjs erie: k&Auupa étti TO Trpóco- 
mov éauTol, Trpós TO Uh &revícot ToUs 
uioùs 'loparjA eis TO TéAos TOU KaTap- 
youu£vou: “ AAA’ Emopor Tà voua- 
Ta aUTóv. &ypt yap Tfjs otyepov, TÒ 
auto kóAuupa Ertl Tfj dvayveace: Tis 
TraAaias | Siaðhkns yéver, ut) &vokoAu- 
T'TÓpEVOV, Ó TI Èv XpioTÓ Katapyeitar’ 
15 AD’ Boos o uepov, Tika dvaryivaokeTat 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


propter eminentem gloriam. "Etenim 
si quod aboletur fuit in gloria, multo 
magis id quod manet, est in gloria. 

? Itaque quum habeamus huiusmo- 
di spem, multa libertate vtamur: Pet 
non quemadmodum Moses ponebat 
velamen in facie sua, ne intenderent 
filii Israel in finem eius quod aboleba- 
tur. "Sed obcaecati sunt sensus illo- 
rum. Nam vsque ad diem hodiernum, 
idem velamen in lectione veteris | 
testamenti manet, nec tollitur velum, 
quod per Christum aboletur: ‘sed 
ad hunc vsque diem quum legitur 


13 uoons E: povons A-D | 14 o m B-E om A 


11 fuit in gloria B-E: in gloria est/4 | est in gloria B-E: om. A | 12 vtamur B-E: vtimur A | 
13 Moses E: Moyses A-D | 14 per Christum B-E: in Christo 4 | 15 ad hunc vsque B-E: vsque 


ad hunc 4 


10 évekev. Cod. 2817 had the spelling civexev, 
in company with P“ N A B D Fe G and 
many other mss., together with Lefévre Comm. 


10 eminentem UrepBaddrovons (“excellentem” 
Vg.) This substitution is consistent with the 
Vulgate rendering of 2 Cor. 9,14. At Eph. 2,7, 
translating the same Greek verb, Erasmus also 
used eminens to replace abundans. Inconsistently 
he substituted excellens for supereminens in render- 
ing UtrepB&AAw at Eph. 1,19. At Eph. 3,19, he 
replaced supereminens by praeeminens. See further 
on Rom. 13,1 for Erasmus’ use of excellens, prae- 
cellens and supereminens in rendering Umepéyo. 
Manetti replaced propter excellentem gloriam with 
gratia excellentis gloriae. 


11 Etenim si & yap ("Si enim" Vg). See on 
Rom. 3,7. 


11 quod aboletur TÒ xortapyoupevov (“quod 
euacuatur” Vg.). See on Rom. 6,6. Manetti put 
quod euacuatum est. 


11 fuit in gloria && BdEns (“per gloriam est” 
Vg. "in gloria est” 1516). The exact form and 
position of the Latin verb is not dependent 
upon the Greek text. For Erasmus' preference 
for an earlier position for sum, see on Rom. 
2,27. He treats 51& 56€ns as being identical in 
meaning with £v ógn later in the verse. See 
Annot. on vs. 9. His 1519 edition uses the same 


wording as Ambrosiaster. Manetti had just per 
gloriam. 

11 id quod manet TÒ uévov ("quod manet" Vg.). 
Erasmus marks the change of subject by inserting 
an additional pronoun. 

11 est in gloria tv &4€n (“in gloria est" Vg; 
omitted in 1516 Lat.). The 1516 omission may 
have arisen from an unclear instruction in 
Erasmus' marked-up copy of the Vulgate. For 
his preference for an earlier position for sum, 
see on Rom. 2,27. Lefévre made the same 
change as Erasmus' 1519 edition. 


12 Itaque quum habeamus "Exovres ouv (“Haben- 
tes igitur" Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 1,7 for Erasmus’ 
avoidance of the present participle. A similar 
substitution of itaque for igitur, in rendering 
oÓv, occurs at 2 Cor. 5,6; Eph. 4,17; Col. 3,1. 
See also on Rom. 5,18; 13,10; 1 Cor. 7,38. 


12 buiusmodi torr (“talem” Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 5,1. 


12 libertate wappnoig (“fiducia” Vg.). A simi- 
lar substitution occurs at Eph. 6,19; Phil. 1,20; 
1 Tim. 3,13; Hebr. 10,19. More frequently, at 
other passages, Erasmus retains fiducia. See 
Annot., and see further on Job. 10,24; Act. 2,29. 
The version of Lefévre had confidentia. 

12 vtamur ypoueba (“vtimur” 1516 = Vg.). In 
Annot., Erasmus points out that the Greek verb 
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can be understood as either indicative or sub- 
junctive. He preferred the latter, in a hortative 
sense (“let us use"). His 1519 rendering adopted 
the same wording as Ambrosiaster. 


13 quemadmodum xobérep ( sicut" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 4,6. Lefévre made the same change. 


13 Moses Mœwoñs ("Moyses" 1516-27 = late 
Vg.). In 1516-27, Erasmus had Mwüoñs from 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105 and 
most other mss. (though cod. 2816 had Moris). 
For the change of spelling in 1535, see on Act. 
3,22. Lefévre again made the same change. 

13 in facie sua Evi TÒ mpóowmov tauroU 
("super faciem suam" Vg.). For Erasmus' avoid- 
ance of super, which could mean “over” or 
“above”, see on Job. 7,44. 


13 ne mpós TO uh ("vt non" Vg). See on 
Iob. 3,20. Ambrosiaster had the same word as 
Erasmus. Lefévre put ob id quod non. 


13 finem Tò tédos (“faciem” Vg.). In 1519 
Annot., Erasmus commented that he found 
TO Trpócorrrov in some mss. (“nonnullis Grae- 
corum codicibus"), a reading which exists in 
cod. A and a few later mss, but not in 
cod. 3 or any of the mss. which he consulted 
at Basle. In 1535 Annot., and also in Resp. ad 
annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, pp. 233-4, ll. 844- 
856, he voices a suspicion that rpóocxrrov was 
influenced by the (later) Vulgate reading. His 
view was that finem was the original Vulgate 
wording, later to be changed into faciem by 
scribes. If such an alteration had occurred, it 
could have been caused by harmonisation either 
with the occurrence of faciem in the first part 
of this verse, or with the earlier reference to 
aciem in vs. 7. Valla Annot. and Lefèvre made 
the same correction as Erasmus (cf. vsque ad 
finem in Ambrosiaster). 


13 eius quod abolebatur ToU. karapyouyévou 
("eius quod euacuatur" Vg.). See on Rom. 6,6, 
and Annot. The version of Manetti had eius 
quod euacuabatur. 


14 obcaecati sunt Encopco0n] (“obtusi sunt” late 
Vg.). This change was in accordance with Vul- 
gate usage at Mc. 6,52. At Mc. 8,17, Erasmus 
also replaces caeco with obcaeco. At lob. 12,40 
and Rom. 11,7, he follows the Vulgate in using 
induro and excaeco to render the same Greek 
verb. In Annot. on the present passage, he 
suggested excaeco rather than obcaeco. See also 
Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, p. 234, 
ll. 865-870. Lefèvre replaced obtusi sunt sensus 
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with obcaecatae erant mentes, while Manetti put 
obtusi erant. intellectus. Valla Annot. suggested 
caecata sunt sensa. 


14 illorum oxrróov (““eorum” Vg.). Erasmus also 
preferred iorum in vs. 15, in both instances to 
refer back, more remotely, to the children of 
Israel who were mentioned in vs. 13. The use 
of the rough breathing in the Greek text, intro- 
duced here by the 1535 edition, was possibly 
an error of the printer, as Erasmus does not 
render the word as a reflexive: see on Rom. 
1,27. 


14 Nam vsque ad diem hodiernum &ypv yàp 
Tis c'juspov ("Vsque in hodiernum diem" 
Vg. 1527). The omission of enim after hodiernum 
by the 1527 Vulgate column, and also by the 
Froben Vulgates of 1491 and 1514, has little 
support from Greek mss. For vsque ad, see on 
Act. 1,2. Manetti put Vsque enim in hodiernum 
diem, and Lefèvre Nam in hodiernum vsque diem. 
14 idem TÒ acd ("id ipsum” Vg.). The Vulgate 
expression was unduly emphatic. Manetti an- 
ticipated the change made by Erasmus, while 
Lefèvre put ipsum. 


14 nec tollitur velum wh &vakoAwreróuevov 
(“non reuelatum" Vg.). Erasmus alters the con- 
struction for the sake of clarity: see Annot. For 
another change involving &vokoAuTrTO, see 
on vs. 18. 


14 quod 6 Tı ("quoniam" Vg. mss.). The Vulgate 
column of Lefèvre had quoniam, but in the 
1527 Vulgate column and the Froben Vulgates 
of 1491 and 1514, it is quod. The earlier Vulgate 
rendering is based on the assumption that the 
Greek is written as one word, óri, as found in 
Erasmus' 1516 edition and his Basle mss. The 
1519-35 editions punctuate as 6, i. The versions 
of Ambrosiaster and Lefévre put quia. 


14 per Christum tv Xpic TO ("in Christo” 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 


14 aboletur «ocrapyeiroa (“euacuatur” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 6,6. Lefévre had tollitur. 


15 ad bunc vsque diem &os atjuspov (vsque in 
hodiernum diem" Vg.; “vsque ad hunc diem” 
1516). See on Act. 1,2. Lefèvre put in hodiernum 
vsque diem. 

15 dvoryiveooxetat. Codd. 2816 and 2817 have 
&vayywoookrrrai, as in PH“ 8 A B C D and a 
few other mss. The text of Erasmus follows cod. 
2815, with 1, 2105, and also F G and most 
other mss. 
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Mocfjs, kuupa Eri Thy KapSiav aù- 
TOv kerar “vika 5' äv émotpéyy 
TIpOs KUPIOV, Treplaipeitaa TÒ KcAUL- 
pa. "ó BE KUplos TO mveŭuá otv. 
ou è Td mveŭpa Kupiou, ékei EAeuOe- 
pia. peïs S& tavTes ÁAvakekoAuyu- 
Mévo mpocwmw Tiv Sd€av Kupiou 
KarorTpiÓuevoi, Thy ovv elkdva 
MerapoppouueQa ard 8dEns eis 85ó- 
Sav, kaðámep &rró kupiou Trveüparos. 


Ai& ToUTo Éyxovreg thy iako- 
viav tauTny, kabaos fAehOnuev, 
oux ékkaxoUpev, ZAN? dxtreitrcpeba 
Ta kpumtà Tis aloyuvns, mů Tepi- 
tTratouvTes èv Tavoupyía, unè ŝo- 
AoŬvTes Tov Aóyov ToU Geo, dAAG 


15 uoons B-E: uwvons A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Moses, velamen cordibus illorum 
impositum est: at vbi conuersi 
fuerint ad dominum, tolletur vela- 
men. "Dominus autem spiritus est. 
Porro vbi spiritus domini, ibi liber- 


tas. "Nos autem omnes retecta 
facie, gloriam domini in speculo 
repraesentantes, ad eandem imagi- 


nem transformamur a gloria in glo- 
riam, tanquam a domini spiritu. 


Propterea quum ministerium hoc 
habeamus, vt nostri misertus 
est deus, haud degeneramus,  ?sed 
reiecimus — occultamenta dedecoris, 
non versantes per astutiam, neque 
dolo tractantes verbum dei, sed 


15 Moses A-C E: Moyses D | 18 repraesentantes B-E: representantes A 


4,1 Propterea B-E: Ptopterea A | 


2 occultamenta B-E: occulta A | 


dedecoris 4° B-E: 


pudoris.A* | versantes per astutiam B-E: ambulantes in astutia 4 


15 Mocfijs. In 1516, Erasmus’ text had Mcov- 
oñs, from cod. 2815, supported by codd. 1, 3, 
and most other mss. The spelling of codd. 
2105, 2816, 2817, is Mo»cfis. C£. on Act. 3,22. 
15 cordibus illorum impositum est &rÀ Tijv xapbiav 
atrréyv Keita: ("positum est super cor eorum" 
late Vg.). The Vulgate word-order corresponds 
with the transposition of xeitoi before èti, 
as in codd. D* F G. In substituting cordibus, 
plural, for corde, Erasmus is less literal. Elsewhere 
he is often content to retain this word in the 
singular: cf. cor eorum at Rom. 1,21. For the use 
of illorum, see on vs. 14. Lefèvre put super cor 
eorum positum est. 


16 at vbi Aika 8 &v ("Cum autem” Vg.). For 
at, see on Joh. 1,26. The substitution of vhi is 
purely for variety, as Erasmus retained quum 
(or cum) for ġvika in the previous sentence. See 
also on Rom. 15,28. Manetti put Quando autem, 
and Lefévre quandocunque autem. 


16 conuersi fuerint Eno péwr) ("conuersus fue- 
rit” Vg). In 1519 Annot., Erasmus attributes 
conuersi fuerint to the Vulgate, though it seems 


to occur in relatively few Vulgate mss. This 
inaccurate use of the masculine plural, which 
he adopted for his own translation from 1516 
onwards, makes the children of Israel the subject 
of the verb. In most Vulgate mss., the masculine 
singular, conuersus, makes the reader look back 
as far as vs. 13 to identify Israel as a possible 
subject. Another interpretation of the Greek 
singular verb would connect it with kapSiav 
in vs. 15. Lefévre put conuertentur. 


16 dominum wipiov (“deum” Vg.). The Vulgate 
rendering lacks Greek ms. support. In Annot., 
Erasmus cites the Vulgate as having dominum, 
which is found in some late Vulgate mss., but 
the 1527 Vulgate column and the Froben Vul- 
gates of 1491 and 1514 have deum. Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre had the same rendering as 
Erasmus. 


16 tolletur mepicipetron. (“auferetur” late Vg. 
and many Vg. mss., together with Vg™; "aufer- 
tur” some Vg. mss., with Vg"). At Act. 27,20; 
Hebr. 10,11, Erasmus retains axfero for this 
Greek verb. By using tollo here, he perhaps 
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wished to make a closer connection with vs. 14, 
where he rendered &voxoAUTrTo by tollo velum. 


17 Porro vbi où Sé ("Vbi autem" Vg.). See 
on Job. 8,16. 


18 autem Sé (“vero” Vg.). Erasmus understands 
the Greek particle as introducing a contrast 
with the earlier references to the children of 
Israel in vss. 13-16. His wording is the same as 


that of Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


18 retecta &vaxekañuppév (“reuelata” Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at Mt. 10,26; Le. 
2,35 (both in 1519), in rendering the related 
Greek verb, &rrokoA Tr To, to avoid the literal 
sense of "reveal". See also on vs. 14, above. 


18 in speculo repraesentantes xatomTtpi%ópevo: 
("speculantes" Vg.). The Vulgate word, which 
in classical usage would have meant little more 
than "observing", was inadequate. Erasmus, 
more accurately, tried to convey the sense of 
reflecting in a mirror: see Annot. Objections 
to speculantes were also raised by Valla Annot. 
The rendering of Lefévre was speculorum instar 
suscipientes. 


18 ad eandem viv aùthv ("in eandem" Vg.). 
Erasmus argues in Annot., that the believer was 
to be transformed "in accordance with" the 
image, rather than into the image itself. His 
rendering agrees with that of Ambrosiaster. As 
noted in Valla Annot., the Greek here lacks a 
preposition. Lefévre put eadem imagine for in 
eandem imaginem. 


18 gloria in gloriam BdEns els 56§av (“claritate 
in claritatem" Vg.). See on Joh. 5,41, and Annot. 
The wording of Erasmus is the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


4,1 Propterea Aià toto ("Ideo" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 13,6. Lefévre put Quapropter. 


1 quum ministerium boc habeamus &yovtes Ti 
Siaxovíav TaUTnv (“habentes hanc admini- 
strationem" late Vg.). This is a further instance 
of Erasmus' frequent avoidance of the present 
participle. See on 2 Cor. 1,7. For his use of 
ministerium, see further on 1 Cor. 12,5, and for 
his occasional preference for administratio, see 
on 2 Cor. 3,7. Lefèvre put banc ministrationem 
babentes. 


1 vt nostri misertus est deus kaQcos TjAerenuev 
("iuxta quod misericordiam consecuti sumus" 
Vg.). Elsewhere Erasmus is usually content to 
retain misericordiam consequor for the passive 
of &Ae&o (at Mt. 5,7; Rom. 11,30-1; 1 Cor. 7,25; 
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1 Petr. 2,10), or substitutes misericordiam adipiscor 
(at 1 Tim. 1,13, 16). His change of construction, 
and insertion of deus, at the present passage, is 
a step further in the direction of paraphrase. 
See on 1 Cor. 15,38 for Erasmus' replacement 
of iuxta quod by vt. In Annot., he suggests that 
the Vulgate reflects the substitution of kad’ & 
for Ko&cx, though he does not cite any Greek 
mss. in support of this theory. Manetti had 
sicut, and Lefèvre vt, both followed by miseri- 
cordiam consecuti sumus. 


1 haud où (“non” Vg.). See on Act. 24,18. 


1 degeneramus txxoxotpev (“deficimus” Vg.). 
In Annot., Erasmus cites the Vulgate reading as 
deficiemus, future tense, though his 1527 Vulgate 
column and the 1491 and 1514 Froben Vulgates 
have deficimus. In vs. 16, and also at Lc. 18,1 
(1519); Gal. 6,9 (1519); 2 Thess. 3,13, he replaces 
deficio by the passive of defatigo. He retains 
deficio for this Greek verb at Eph. 3,13. 


2 Ad’. Erasmus’ text derived this spelling 
from cod. 2817, supported by cod. 2816, and 
also F G and many other mss. In codd. 1, 2105, 
2815 and most other mss., it is GAAG. 


2. reiecimus &mermápeða (“abdicamus” Vg.). Eras- 
mus is more accurate in using the perfect tense 
to represent the Greek aorist. See Annot. The 
version of Lefèvre had abiicimus. 


2 occultamenta Tà KpuTrT& (“occulta” 1516 
7 Vg). This substitution is not an improve- 
ment, as occultamentum is not found in classical 
authors. Erasmus retains occulta for punt at 
Rom. 2,16; 1 Cor. 14,25. See on 1 Cor. 4,5, and 
Annot. 


2 dedecoris rfjs aioyuvns (“pudoris” 1516 text). 
By the time he came to finalise 1516 Annot., 
Erasmus argued against pudoris, on the grounds 
that this would be better suited for aiSots than 
for aloyuvns. For this reason, he reinstated 
dedecoris in the 1516 errata. In Resp. ad annot. 
Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, p. 234, ll. 872-877, Erasmus 
tries to give the impression that pudoris had 
been an accidental substitution. 


2 versantes vreprrrocroUvres (“ambulantes” 1516 
= Vg.). See on Job. 7,1. 


2 per astutiam tv tavoupyic (“in astutia" 1516 
7 Vg) See on Rom. 1,17. Manetti tried in 
calliditate. 

2 dolo tractantes BoAoUvres (“adulterantes” Vg.). 
Erasmus is more precise here, conveying the 
sense of deceit, as implied by the Greek verb: 
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Ti] pavepwoe Tis GANGelas, cuvio TGv- 
Tes éautols pds Tr&cav ocuvelbnoiv 
&vOpoorrov, évorriov ToU Gov. 

3 Ei BE kal oT! KekoAuuuévov TO &U- 
ayyéAiov fjuGv, iv rois &troAAupévois 
ioi kekoAuuuévov, *év ols 6 Beds ToO 
aidvos ToUTou érugAwoe TÈ vorjuara 
Tta&v d&triotev, eis TO uf) adydoa aù- 
Tois TOV gorricuóv ToU evay | yeAiou Tis 
8dEns ToU XpioToU, ds got elkcov Tot 
Geo. 3 oU yàp &avroUs knpUcoopuev, GAA 
Xpic'tóv 'Inoo0v küpiov, &auToUs 5E Sov- 
Aous Uu&v Sic Inootv. $óTi ó beds, ó el- 
TOV ÈK OKOTOUS P&S Aóguyot, Ss EAcupev 
èv Tais KapSiars fuc, Trpós pwticpdyv 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


manifestatione veritatis, commendan- 
tes nos ipsos apud omnem conscien- 
tiam hominum, in conspectu dei. 
3Quod si adhuc velatum est euan- 
gelium nostrum, in his qui pereunt 
velatum est: *in quibus deus huius se- 
culi excaecauit sensus incredulorum, 
ne illucesceret illis lumen euan |gelii 
gloriae Christi, qui est imago dei. 
5Non enim nos ipsos praedicamus, 
sed Christum lesum dominum: nos 
autem seruos vestros propter lesum. 
$Quoniam deus est, qui iussit e te- 
nebris lucem illucescere, qui luxit in 
cordibus nostris, ad illuminationem 


4,2 cuvic oves A B D E: ouviotouvtes C | 3 KexoAuppevov B-E: xekaAAuysvov 4 


2 manifestatione /f^ B-E: in manifestatione A* | 


apud B-E: apnd A | 4 seculi CE: 


saeculi 4 B | lumen.4 B D E: lumem C | 6 illucescere B-E: splendescere A | luxit B-E: 


illuxit.4 | nostris B-E: vestris A 


see Annot. He follows Valla Annot. in distin- 
guishing 50Aéw from KatrnAele, for which 
the Vulgate had used adultero in 2 Cor. 2,17. 
Valla proposed dolose vtentes, and Lefèvre dolose 
tradentes. 


2 manifestatione Tf, qavepooce (“in manifesta- 
tione" 1516 Lat. text = Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus 
objects to the addition of iz, which is unsuppor- 
ted by Greek mss., and he consequently used 
the 1516 errata to remove the word. 


2 nos ipsos Exutovs ("nosmet ipsos" Vg.) 
See on 1 Cor. 11,31. Lefévre made the same 
change. 


2 apud wpós (“ad” Vg). See on 2 Cor. 3,1. 
Lefèvre used the dative omni, in place of ad 
omnem. 


2 in conspectu dei tvoyriov ToU Bot ("coram 
deo” Vg.). See on Act. 3,13. Lefévre put ante 
deum. 


3 adbuc xai (“etiam” Vg.). Erasmus translates 
xal as the equivalent of £ri here. However, at 
1 Cor. 4,7, where the same Greek phrase ei 5& 
kai also occurs, he more accurately put quod 


si etiam, as used by the Vulgate at the present 
passage. Manetti left xai untranslated. 


3 velatum est (twice) oT! kekoAuppévov (“oper- 
tum est ... est opertum" Vg.). The use of vela- 
tum makes a better connection with velamen, 
which appeared several times in 2 Cor. 3,13-16: 
cf. Annot. The Vulgate is also inconsistent as 
to the word-order. Manetti put est opertum ... 
opertum est, and Lefèvre occultum est (twice). 


4 sensus Tà votjata ( mentes" Vg.). This sub- 
stitution is in accordance with Vulgate usage 
at 2 Cor. 3,14; 11,3. Erasmus further replaces 
intelligentia by sensus at Phil. 4,7. See also on 
2 Cor. 10,5. His rendering was the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster. 


4 incredulorum t&v &miovov (“infidelium” 
Vg.). See on Rom. 15,31. 


4 ne eis TO uh (“vt non" Vg.). See on Joh, 3,20. 


4 illucesceret illis oxry&aca avtois (“fulgeat” 
Vg.) Erasmus similarly uses ¢llucesco for &i- 
avyóábc at 2 Petr. 1,19, with reference to the 
dawning of the sun. The Vulgate omission of 
illis corresponds with the omission of avtois 
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in P“ N A B C D* FGH and a few later 
mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as D° 0209 
and most later mss. In Annot., he discusses an 
alternative interpretation, "that they should 
not see the light", which is dependent on the 
omission of ovrrois or on the replacement of 
aUTois by oxroUs. Another possibility is that 
an early scribe, who thought that aùyáčw 
should mean “see” rather than “shine”, did not 
approve of the use of an indirect object (owtois) 
to accompany this verb, and hence deleted the 
pronoun. Erasmus retains fulgeo for EkAeymoo 
at Mt. 13,43, which refers to the shining of 
the sun, and for Adum at Le. 17,24, in con- 
nection with a flash of lightning. However, he 
obscures the distinction between aùyáčw and 
Autro by using illucesco to render A&ymroo in 
vs. 6 of the present chapter. He also uses z//s- 
cesco occasionally to render other Greek verbs, 
such as étrigaiveo, émipmoKke and Emipatin. 
Manetti had fulgeat ipsis, and Lefèvre infulgeat 
ipsis. 

4 lumen tov qorvnoyóv (“illuminatio” Vg.). 
Erasmus considered lumen a more suitable 
noun as the subject of i//ucesco. Although the 
word illuminatio is rare in classical usage, Eras- 
mus retains it in rendering the same Greek 
word in vs.6. Cf. Annot. The wording of 
Ambrosiaster was the same as that of Erasmus 
here. 


4 dei ToU Oco0. In 1522 Annot., Erasmus men- 
tions the longer reading adopted by the 1518 
Aldine Bible, ToU &opérou soð, which he 
condemns as an interpolation from Col. 1,15. 
An even closer imitation of Col. 1,15, tot 0o 
ToU &opérrou, is found in codd. N ©" 0209 at 
the present passage. 


5 nos ipsos étxutous ("nosmet ipsos" Vg.. 
See on 1 Cor. 11,31. Lefévre made the same 
change. 


5 Christum lesum Xpiotòv "Incoóv ("Iesum 
Christum" Vg.) The Vulgate word-order is 
supported by P% N A C D and a few later mss. 
In codd. F G, 'Incoóv Xpicróv is placed after 
KUpiov. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
supported by 1, 2105, 2816 and most other 
mss., commencing with B H 0186 0209. Am- 
brosiaster (1492), Manetti and Lefévre had the 
same word-order as Erasmus. 


5 dominum xúpiov ("dominum nostrum" late 
Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate addi- 
tion lacks Greek ms. support: see Annot. and 
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Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, p. 234, 
ll. 879-881. The same correction was made by 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 

5 propter lesum 81x 'Inooŭv (“per Iesum" Vg.). 
The Vulgate seems to reflect a Greek text 
having 81& "Inoot, as in $B N * A^ C (0186) 
and a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, with 1, 2816, and also A** B 
D F G H 0209 and most other mss. (cod. 2105 
has &i& Xpiotév). In Annot., Erasmus inserted 
tóv before 'Incoüv. See also Resp. ad annot. 
Ed. Lei, ASD YX, 4, p. 235, ll. 883-885. The use 
of propter was also adopted by Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


6 deus est 6 Beds (“deus” Vg.). Erasmus supplies 
a main verb for this sentence: see Annot. The 
same rendering was suggested by Valla Annot. 
The version of Manetti began this verse with 
quem deus dixit. The late Vulgate, followed by 
Lefévre, solved the problem of the lack of a 
verb by using ipse illuxit (rather than qui illuxit), 
later in the sentence: see below. 

6 qui iussit 6 sirov (“qui dixit" Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus argues that iubeo is better suited to this 
context, as the accusative and infinitive con- 
struction would otherwise yield the misinter- 
pretation, "God said that the light shone forth". 
A similar substitution occurs at Mt. 4,3; 16,12; 
23,3; Mc. 3,9; 5,43, in accordance with Vulgate 
usage at Mc. 8,7; Lc. 19,15. At Me. 10,49, Eras- 
mus also has iussit, where the Vulgate had prae- 
cepit, in rendering eltrev. For Manetti's rendering, 
see the previous note. 


6 e èk ("de" Vg.). See on Ioh. 2,15. Manetti 
anticipated this change. 


6 illucescere A&pxyoa ("splendescere" 1516 = Vg.). 
See on vs. 4. 


6 qui (2nd.) ds ("ipse" late Vg.). See above, on 
deus est. The late Vulgate use of ipse coincides 
with the omission of ós in codd. D* F G, under 
influence from the Old Latin version. See 
Annot. The wording of Erasmus agrees with the 
earlier Vulgate, Valla Annot. and Manetti. 

6 luxit Hapwyev (“illuxit” 1516 = Vg.). By using 
the related verbs zlwcescere ... luxit, Erasmus 
partly imitates the repetition of A&yrro in the 
Greek text, while retaining some variety of 
vocabulary. See Annot. The remedy of Lefèvre 
was to use splendescere ... resplenduit. 


6 nostris huddv (“vestris” 1516 Lat.). The 1516 
rendering is inconsistent with Erasmus' Greek 
text, but corresponds with Updv in cod. C. 
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Tis yvooews Tis 56Ens ToU Ge0v, èv 
Trpocorro “Incot Xpiotov. 

""Exousv È Tov O0ncaupóv ToÜUrov 
év óc rpakivois oKeveotv, iva f) UtrepBo- 
At] This Suvépecos ?j ToU Ge0U, Kai pt &£ 
TiuGv, ®év mavti OAiBdpevoi, GAA’ ob 
oTevoxwpoúpevoi: &ropoUuevoi, GAA’ 
ovK éatropowpevor * SicoKdyevoi, AA? 
ouK éyKaToAeiTropevor’ KaTaBaAAdue- 
vot, GAA’ otk é&rroAAUuevor. I trdvtoTe 
Thy vékpociv ToU Kupiou 'InooU £v TH 
COPATI Trepipépovres, Iva Kai À aot) Tot 
*Inoot tv TH coupon ńu&v pavepwði. 

"Ag yap hues oi Loves, els 9áva- 
Tov mapaðıdópeða Sià "InooUv, iva Kai 


9 omoAAunevoi B-E: atroAAoupevoi A 


6 Iesu Christi B-E: Christi lesu 4 | 


7 testaceis B-E: fictilibus A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


cognitionis gloriae dei, in facie lesu 
Christi. 

"Habemus autem thesaurum hunc 
in testaceis vasculis, vt virtutis emi- 
nentia sit dei, et non ex nobis, *dum 
in omnibus premimur, at non anxii 
reddimur: laboramus, at non destitu- 
imur: persequutionem patimur, at 
non in ea deserimur: deiicimur, at 
non perimus: "semper mortificatio- 
nem domini lesu in corpore circun- 
ferentes, vt et vita lesu in corpore 
nostro manifestetur. 

11 Semper enim nos qui viuimus, in 
mortem tradimur propter Iesum, vt et 


virtutis eminentia B-E: 


eminentia potentiae 4 | 8 premimur B-E: affligimur A 


6 cognitionis Tfjg yvcootcs (“scientiae” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 2,20, and Annot. The expression 
used by Erasmus was also in Ambrosiaster and 
Lefèvre. 


6 gloriae tis 54§ns (“claritatis” Vg.). See on 
Ioh. 5,41, and Annot. The versions of Ambro- 
siaster (1492) and Lefèvre again had the same 
wording as Erasmus. Similarly, in Valla Annot., 
there is an allusion to the Vulgate's inconsistency 
in translating Só&o. 


6 lesu Christi \noot Xpiotot ("Christi Iesu" 
1516 = Vg.). The Vulgate word-order corresponds 
with the text of codd. D F G and a few later 
mss. In codd. A B and a few others, 'InooU is 
wholly omitted. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816 and most 
other mss., commencing with P% N C H 0209. 
See Annot. The version of Lefévre had the same 
word-order as Erasmus. 


7 bunc toUTov (“istum” Vg.). See on Act. 7,4. 
Erasmus’ rendering was the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


7 testaceis vasculis dotpaxivois oxeueciv. ("va- 
sis fictilibus" Vg; "fictilibus vasculis” 1516). 


Erasmus' rendering follows the Greek word- 
order more precisely. A similar substitution of 
testaceus for fictilis occurs in rendering óorpá- 
xivos at 2 Tim. 2,20. In rendering Kepdpiov, 
Erasmus also uses vas testaceum to replace am- 
phora at Lc. 22,10 (1519), but at Mc. 14,13 
(1527) he replaced lagenam by bydriam ficti- 
lem. In classical usage, ficilis was the usual 
adjective for earthenware; testaceus had a more 
technical application to brick or tile. See 
Annot. The adoption of the diminutive form, 
vasculis, was a needless alteration. At nearly all 
other passages containing oxeos, Erasmus re- 
tains vas: cf. on Act. 9,15. Lefèvre put testaceis 
vasis. 


7 virtutis eminentia sit ù StrepBoAt) Tijs Suvápe- 
cos 4 (“sublimitas sit virtutis” Vg.; “eminentia 
potentiae sit" 1516). The 1516 rendering was 
more literal as to the word-order. See on 1 Cor. 
2,1, and Annot., concerning eminentia, and on 
Rom. 1,4 for potentia. In Annot., Erasmus ob- 
jects to the position of the verb in the Vulgate, 
which connects virtutis with the following dei, 
rather than with sublimitas. He accordingly 
listed this passage among the Loca Obscura. 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS SECVNDA 46-11 


In 1516 Annot., his citation of this passage 
replaced iva f with os, contrary to his mss. 
at Basle. Valla Annot. proposed sublimitas (or 
excessus, or supergressio) virtutis sit, and Lefèvre 
superexcellentia potestatis sit. 


8 dum in omnibus premimur tv mavti 9i óys- 
voi ("In omnibus tribulationem patimur" Vg.; 
“dum in omnibus affligimur" 1516). Erasmus 


tries to convey the temporal sense of the Greek 
present participle: see Annot. See also on Rom. 
1,20 for his use of dum. In translating 9Aipco 
elsewhere, he uses premo to replace comprimo at 
Mc. 3,9 (1519), and for angustio at Hebr. 11,37. 
For his avoidance of tribulatio, see also on Job. 
16,21. Valla Annot. suggested in omnibus tribulati, 
Manetti in omnibus tribulamur, and Lefèvre in 
re omni pressi. 


8 at (twice) &AX' ("sed" Vg). See on Rom. 
4,2. 


8 anxii reddimur otevoywpouuevor (“angustia- 
mur" Vg.). Erasmus looks for a clearer render- 
ing. At 2 Cor. 6,12, he replaces angustiamini by 
angusti estis. In classical usage, angusto ("restrict"), 
rather than angustio, is the correct form of 
the verb. See Annot. Cf. also on Rom. 2,9 for 
Erasmus’ substitution of anxietas for angustia. 
Valla Annot. suggested angustiati, and Lefèvre 
suffocati. 


8 laboramus &opotpevoi (“aporiamur” Vg.). 
The Vulgate use of aporior, a verb which did 
not exist in classical Latin usage, evoked strong 
objections from Erasmus in his Apolog. resp. lac. 
Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 194, ll. 509-526. As 
he had already indicated in Annot., an accurate 
rendering of the Greek word needed to convey 
the sense of mental perplexity as well as econo- 
mic hardship. However, the ambiguity of laboro 
makes it a questionable choice, as it elsewhere 
can often mean just “work hard”. Erasmus uses 
laboro, in the sense of being afflicted, also at 
Mt. 9,20; Mc. 6,48 (cf. also on Rom. 15,30). At 
Gal. 4,20 (1522), he renders the same Greek 
verb by consilii inops sum. Valla Annot. proposed 
aporiati or afflictati, Manetti deficimus, and Lefèvre 
indigentes. 


9 at (twice) &AA’ (“sed” Vg). See on Rom. 
4,2. 


9 in ea deserimur tyxatahsermópevon (“derelinqui- 
mur. Humiliamur, sed non confundimur” late 
Vg.). Erasmus’ addition of in ea is an attempt 
to express the Greek prefix èy- (or év-), referring 
back to persequutionem: see Annot. A similar 
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substitution of desero occurs at Mt. 27,46 (1519); 
Me. 15,34 (1519); 2 Tim. 4,16, in accordance 
with Vulgate usage at Hebr. 10,25. Erasmus 
retains derelinquo for the same Greek verb at 
Act. 2,27, 31; Hebr. 13,5. The late Vulgate 
addition of Humiliamur ... confundimur \acks 
support from Greek mss.: see Annot., and also 
Resp. ad annot Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, p. 236, 
Il. 899-906. The extra words were not in the 
earlier Vulgate or the Vulgate lemma of Valla 
Annot., nor were they used by Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti or Lefévre. In Ambrosiaster, Valla 
Annot. and Lefévre, derelicti was adopted in 
place of derelinquimur. 


9 é&moAAUusvoi. The spelling é&moAAoUue- 
voi in 1516 seems to have been affected by 
cod. 2817, where the writing of the middle 
syllable could be interpreted either as -v- or 
-ov-. 


10 domini lesu ToU Kupiou 'Inoo0 ("Iesu Christi" 
late Vg.). The Vulgate omission of domini reflects 
the omission of kupíou, as in P* N ABC 
D F G and a few other mss. The late Vulgate 
addition of Christi partly corresponds with ToU 
Xpic ToO ‘Inco’ in cod. D^" (in D* F G, just 
ToU XpicToO). In Annot., Erasmus argues for 
the inclusion of kupíou, from contextual and 
theological considerations. In Resp. ad annot. 
Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, pp. 235-6, ll. 891-897, he 
expresses himself more moderately, noting that 
"Ambrose" (i.e. Ambrosiaster) omitted domini. 
Erasmus' Greek text follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 
0209 and most other mss. Both Manetti and 
Lefévre made the same change (the latter having 
the spelling Jesu). 


10 corpore (1st.) T coo ("corpore nostro" 
Vg.). The Vulgate addition of zostro corresponds 
with the insertion of fjuóv after copa! in 
codd. D F G. Both Manetti and Lefévre again 
made the same correction as Erasmus. 


10 in corpore nostro manifestetur tv TH GOpaTi 
fiuv gavepoo8fj ("manifestetur in corporibus 
nostris" late Vg.). The late Vulgate word-order 
corresponds with the transposition of pavs- 
po»01j before &v in cod. A. The Vulgate plural, 
corporibus nostris, may further reflect the re- 
placement of T ooyom by rois capac, 
as exhibited by codd. X 0186" and a few later 
mss, though it is possibly no more than a 
matter of translation. See Annot. Erasmus’ ren- 
dering agrees with that of Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefévre. 
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fj Got, ToU 'IpcoU qavepofj èv Tij 
OvnT capki tay.  Póore ó piv 
Odvatos év fjuiv évepyeitai, fj Se Gon 
tv Uyiv. Béyovtes 5b TO aT mveŭ- 
ya Tis wlotews, Kkarà TÒ yeypap- 
pévov, “Etrioteuca, 816 éAdAnoa: Kai 
ueis Triotevouev, Siò kal AcAoÜpev, 
“MelSdtes öt ó éyeipas Tov Kú- 
piov ‘Incotv, Kal fas Bik Inood 
éyepel, koi mapaorhosi oùv Upiv. | 
Bra yàp Távra r úpõs, iva Å 
Xapis TÀsovácaca, Sic TÕV TAEI- 
óvov Tüv evxapiotiav, TrepicceUoT 
els Tiv S5ó£av tot coU. 

AIO  oók £xkakoüpev, GAA’ eil 
Kai ó 8 dv avOpwrtros diapdei- 
petal, GAA’ ó čowðev åvakaivoŭta 


13 spiritum 4-C E: spiriritum D | 
et nos 4 


11 mortali carne nostra ti OvnTti capki ñuðv 
(“carne nostra mortali” Vg.). Erasmus’ version 
accurately reproduces the Greek word-order, 
again using the same rendering as Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre. 


12 Itaque cote (“Ergo” Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 
7,38, and Annot. The expression chosen by 
Erasmus is the same as that of Ambrosiaster 
and Manetti, while Lefèvre preferred Quare. 
12 quidem pév (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by BP N A B C D F G 048 and 
a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, with 1, 2105, 2816, and also (0209) 
and most other mss. See Annot. Both Manetti 
and Lefévre made this correction. 

12 agit ivepyeiron (“operatur” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 7,5, and Annot. 

12 vero Sé (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 

13 Caeterum quum habeamus tyovtes Sé (“Haben- 
tes autem” Vg.). For caeterum, see on Act. 6,2. 


For Erasmus’ use of quum, see on 2 Cor. 1,7. 
Lefévre put Cum babeamus autem. 


et ideo B-E: propter quod A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


vita lesu manifestetur in mortali 
carne nostra.  PItaque mors qui- 
dem in nobis agit, vita vero in vo- 
bis. 8 Caeterum quum habeamus 
eundem spiritum fidei, iuxta illud 
quod scriptum est: Credidi, et ideo 
loquutus sum: et nos credimus, qua- 
propter et loquimur, scientes quod 
qui suscitauit dominum lesum, nos 
quoque per lesum suscitabit, et con- 
stituet vobis|cum. Nam omnia 
propter vos, vt beneficium quod ex- 
undauit, pluribus gratias agentibus 
exuberet in gloriam dei. 

lé Propterea non defatigamur, sed 
quamuis externus homo noster cor- 
rumpitur, internus tamen renouatur 


14 nos quoque B-E: 


13 juxta illud quod xat& 16 (“sicut” Vg.) 
Erasmus is more accurate here. Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre put secundum quod, though 
Lefévre Comm. proposed per quem as an alterna- 
tive: cf. Erasmus’ objections in Arnot. 


13 et ideo ... quapropter Siò ... 616 ("propter 
quod ... propter quod" Vg.; "propter quod ... 
quapropter" 1516). Erasmus gives a clearer 
rendering, while acknowledging in Azmot. that 
the Greek wording could be interpreted in two 
different ways. In vs. 16, he replaces propter 
quod by propterea. For quapropter, see on Act. 
10,29. 


14 quod 611 (quoniam" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20, 
and Annot. The change made by Erasmus 
agreed with the versions of Ambrosiaster, Ma- 
netti and Lefèvre. 


14 dominum tov xůpiov (Vg. omits). The Vul- 
gate omission is supported by codd. P* B and 
a few later mss. See Annot. The rendering of 
Erasmus was the same as that of Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre. 
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14 nos quoque Kai ñus (“et nos” 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Job. 5,27, and Annot. The version of 
Lefèvre put etiam nos. 


14 per Iesum Sià "Inooó ("cum Iesu" Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects the substitution of oov for 514, 
as in P* N * B C D* FG and a few other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported 
by 1, 2816, as well as X ©" D° and most later 
mss. (cod. 2105 omits the phrase). See Annot. 
An argument which has been thought to favour 
cv is that scribes were more likely to replace 
it with Siá, for theological reasons, to avoid 
any impression that Christ would be raised to 
life (again) in the future. However, if 51& was 
the original reading, an early scribe might 
nevertheless have substituted ovv, to provide 
a closer symmetry with oWv Üyiv at the end of 
the sentence. Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same change as Erasmus (though Lefévre has 
the spelling Jhesum). 


15 Nam omnia tx yàp rrávra ("Omnia enim" 
Vg.). See on Job. 3,34. The same change was 
made by Lefèvre. 


15 beneficium fy x&pis (“gratia” Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at 2 Cor. 8,4; 9,8. Eras- 
mus perhaps wished to avoid any confusion 
arising from the use of gratia in two different 
senses in the same sentence, as it is used shortly 
afterwards to express the giving of thanks, in 
rendering evyapiotiav. For the same reason, 
Manetti replaced gratiarum actione with bene- 
dictionem. 


15 quod exundauit wAtovéouoa (“abundans” 
Vg.). Greek aorist. A comparable substitution 
of exundo is found in the rendering of tepic- 
ctUc) at 2 Cor. 8,2: see on Rom. 3,7. In the 
present verse, Erasmus has to make a distinc- 
tion between trAeovédeo and TrepicoeUo), despite 
their similar meaning. At 1 Thess. 3,12, where 
the same two Greek verbs occur, he solves the 
problem differently, and is content to use 
abundo for trAcovétoo, replacing multiplicet et 
abundare faciat by abundantes et exuberantes faciat. 
Cf. Annot. The suggestion of Valla Annot. and 
Lefévre was multiplicata. 


15 pluribus gratias agentibus Sià Tov TrAeitÓvoov 
Tijv evyapiotiav (“per multos in gratiarum 
actione" late Vg.). Erasmus, less ambiguously, 
connects &i& with eüyapicTíav rather than 
with T&v mAsióvæv, and in this respect he 
agrees with the interpretation of Valla Annot., 
who put propter plurium gratiarum actiones, and 
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with Lefèvre, who had propter multorum gratiarum 
actionem. Another substitution of gratias ago for 
gratiarum actio, in rendering euyapic Tío, occurs 
at 2 Cor. 9,11. In Annot. on the present passage, 
Erasmus also considers the possibility of connec- 
ting Thy evyapiotiav with Trepiccevon, and 
this was the preference of Manetti, who put per 
multos benedictionem. 


15 exuberet Tepicoevon (“abundet” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 3,7, and Annot. The reading of cod. 
2815 is rAeov&or, which appears to be a har- 
monisation with TrAeovácaca earlier in the 
verse. Manetti substituted multiplicet, and Lefèvre 
redundet. 


16 Propterea Aid ("Propter quod" Vg). See 
on vs. 13. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre put Qua- 
propter. 

16 defatigamur ixxoxotpev ("deficimus" Vg.). 
See on vs. 1, and Annot. The version of Lefèvre 
was succumbimus. 


16 quamuis ... corrumpitur sì Kod ... GaqpOeípe- 
tou ("licet ... corrumpatur" late Vg.). Erasmus 
also uses quamuis to replace etsi in rendering ei 
xaí at 2 Cor. 7,8 (1516-19 only); Col. 2,5, and 
also in rendering xai ... ef at 2 Cor. 13,4. In 
translating kal &&v at Gal. 1,8, licet is replaced 
by etíam sí. The earlier Vulgate and Ambrosiaster 
had lieet ... corrumpitur, Manetti et si... corrumpatur, 
and Lefèvre tametsi ... corrumpitur. 


16 externus ó too (“is qui foris est” Vg.). This 
substitution is comparable with the Vulgate use 
of exteras for Tas &&co at Act. 26,11, and of inte- 
rior bomo for tóv tow &vOporrov at Rom. 7,22; 
Eph. 3,16. Cf. also Erasmus’ substitution of 
externus for extrinsecus in rendering 6 &&co8ev at 
1 Petr. 3,3. At the present passage, Ambrosiaster 
and Lefévre put exterior (positioned by Lefévre 
before corrumpitur), and Manetti ts qui extrinsecus 
est. 


16 homo noster hudv &vOpcorros ("noster homo” 
Vg.). The Vulgate is more literal as to the word- 
order. By contrast, in rendering ó traAaids 
fiudv &vOporrros at Rom. 6,6, Erasmus replaced 
vetus bomo noster with vetus ille noster homo. At 
the present passage, his wording is the same as 
that of Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


16 internus tamen &AN 6 čowðev (“tamen is 
qui intus est" Vg.). This more concise render- 
ing matches Erasmus' use of externus earlier in 
the verse: see above, and also on Rom. 7,22. 
Lefévre put interior tamem (cf. sed interior in 
Ambrosiaster). 
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fiuépg Kai  fipépa. Yò yòp 
mapautika — &Aagpóv Tfjg GAipews 


Tiuówv Kad’ UtrepBoAty eis UrreppoAnv 
aidviov Bapos óns karsepyóáZeren 
Hiv, un ckomoUvrov ńuðv Tt 
PAerropeva, GAA Tà pr) PAeTropE- 
va. Tà yàp PAeTrépeva, mpóokapa 
Ta Bà uù paAemóueva, alova. 


Oïðayev yàp 
Errlyeios fiucv oikia ToU 
oKtvous  kaToAvOSg,  oikobounv èk 
8:00 — Exouev,  olkíav àyxsıporoi- 
Titov, alaviov èv Toig ovpavois. 
2xal yàp iv Toute oTeváčopev, 


öm dv d 
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in dies singulos. "Nam momenta- 
nea leuitas afflictionis nostrae mire 
supra modum aeternum pondus glo- 
riae parit nobis, dum non specta- 
mus ea quae videntur, sed ea quae 
non videntur. Nam quae videntur, 
temporaria sunt: at quae non viden- 
tur, aeterna. 


Scimus enim quod si terrenum 
nostrum domicilium huius taber- 
naculi destructum fuerit, aedificatio- 
nem ex deo habemus, domicilium 
non manu factum, aeternum in 
coelis. ?^Nam in hoc gemimus, 


17 yews B-E: 9Àuyecs A | nuv B-E: nuos A (compend.) 


5,1 huius B-E: om. A 


16 in dies singulos uépa Kai hep (“de die 
in diem" Vg.). In Annot. on vs. 17, commenting 
on the Hebraistic flavour of this Greek expres- 
sion, Erasmus takes it to mean that the renewing 
of the "inner man" was not merely repeated 
each day, but was a renewal which daily in- 
creased. He also uses ix singulos dies for Thv 
fwépav at Mt. 20,2, or just in dies for Kad’ 
fiuépav at 1 Cor. 15,31. Elsewhere he generally 
has quotidie (or cotidie) for xa®’ fjpépav, and 
also once for fjuépav &€ fjuépas at 2 Petr. 2,8 
(replacing diem de die). 


17 Nam momentanea leuitas tÒ yap TapouTika 
tAappdv ("Id enim quod in praesenti est mo- 
mentaneum et leue" Vg.). The doubled rendering 
of the Vulgate, which in effect renders mapau- 
Tíka twice over, was perhaps the result of 
merging two different renderings within the 
Old Latin tradition, though it corresponds 
with the addition of trpdcKxaipov xai after 
tapoutika in codd. D* F G. Cf. Annot. 
Regarding zam, see on Job. 3,34. A problem 
with Erasmus’ suggested use of /euitas is that 
this word can also mean “inconstancy”, as at 
2 Cor. 1,17. Valla Annot. objected to the Vul- 
gate rendering, and proposed the deletion of 


momentaneum. Manetti put Quod enim momen- 
taneum et leue, and Lefévre nam quod obiter leue 
est. 

17 afflictionis tis 9Awscos (“tribulationis” Vg.). 
See on Job. 16,21, and Annot. The versions of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre used pressurae. 


17 mire supra modum xo’ ÜümspBoAnv eis 
UrrepBoAtv (“supra modum in sublimitate" 
late Vg. and some Vg. mss., with Vg" (d minor), 
In Annot., Erasmus indicates that the Hebra- 
istic style of repetition was designed to con- 
vey emphasis and hence did not require a 
literal rendering. Manetti put per excessum. in 
sublimitatem, and Lefèvre per excellentiam in 
excellentia. 

17 pondus gloriae B&pos 6ó6&ns ("gloriae pon- 
dus" Vg.). Erasmus' version is more literal as 
to the word-order, agreeing with the version of 
Ambrosiaster. 

17 parit ka vepyáteroi. (operatur" Vg). See 
on Rom. 1,27, and Annot. 

17 nobis uiv (“in nobis" late Vg. and some 
Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate insertion of iz lacks 
Greek ms. support. Lefévre made the same 
correction as Erasmus. 
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18 dum non spectamus wi) oxomouvrow fiuiv 
(“non contemplantibus nobis" Vg.) See on 
Rom. 1,20 for dum. Erasmus also substitutes 
specto for considero in rendering axorréo at Phil. 
2,4, though he uses considero for the same Greek 
verb at three other passages: see on Rom. 16,17. 
Manetti put cum nos non consideremus, and 
Lefévre non consyderantibus nobis. 


18 ca quae (twice) tx ("quae" Vg). Erasmus 
expands the rendering to complete the sense. 
The same change was made by Lefévre. 


18 Nam quae tx yap ("Quae enim" Vg.). See 
on Iob. 3,34. Lefèvre put Nam ea quae. 


18 temporaria TpdoKkaipa (“temporalia” Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at Mt. 13,21; 
Mc. 4,17; Hebr. 11,25. See Annot. on the pres- 
ent passage and also on Mt. 13,21. Although 
there is a considerable overlap of meaning 
between the two words, temporarius is more 
appropriate for conveying the sense of "short 
in duration". 


18 at quae tà öt (“quae autem" Vg). See 
on Joh. 1,26. 


18 aeterna odcovia ("aeterna sunt” Vg.). Erasmus 
is more literal here. The verb was similarly 
omitted by Manetti and Lefévre. 


5,1 quod 571 (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Job. 1,20, 
and Annot. Both Manetti and Lefèvre made this 
change. 


l terrenum nostrum domicilium t &mlyeios fjucov 
oikia ("terrestris domus nostra” Vg.). The sub- 
stitution of terrenum is consistent with Vulgate 
usage at Joh. 3,12; Phil. 3,19; Iac. 3,15. However, 
Erasmus retains terrestris for &ríyeios at 1 Cor. 
15,40; Phil. 2,10, and substitutes terrestris for 
terrenus at Phil. 3,19. In rendering Tà Emi Tis 
yfis at Col. 3,2, 5, he substituted terrestria for 
quae super terram. Whereas terrestris means "upon 
earth", terrenus can also mean "of earth". Cf. 
Annot. The word-order of Erasmus is more 
literal. His substitution of domicilium treats 
oikía as the equivalent of olkntipiov (vs. 2) 
or of karoiknois. The same change occurs later 
in this verse, and was presumably intended to 
alleviate the apparent conflict between domus 
(“house”) and the following reference to taber- 
naculum ("tent"). 


1 buius ToU (omitted in 1516 Lat.). The 1516 
omission produces a more literal rendering, 
but Erasmus later restored the Vulgate wording: 
see Annot. 
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1 tabernaculi oxtvous (“habitationis” Vg). 
This substitution is more accurate, and con- 
sistent with the Vulgate rendering of oxijvos 
in vs. 4, and of most instances of oxnvrj else- 
where. Cf. Annot. The version of Manetti put 
habitacult. 


1 destructum fuerit kotadvei) ("dissoluatur" Vg.). 
Erasmus' use of the future perfect tense more 
precisely conveys the sense of the Greek aorist 


subjunctive here. In rendering karañúw else- 
where, he substitutes destruo for soluo at Mt. 
5,17; diruo for dissoluo at Mc. 14,58; diruo for 
destruo at Mc. 13,2; Lc. 21,6 (1519); and demolior 
for destruo at Mc. 15,29; Act. 6,14 (1519). His 
use of destruo in this passage is in accordance 
with Vulgate usage in rendering the same Greek 
verb e.g. at Mt. 24,2; 26,61; 27,40. However, 
Erasmus retains dissoluo at Act, 5,38-9. See 
further on Jo}. 2,19. 


1 aedificationem oixodSouhv (“quod aedificatio- 
nem” Vg.). The Vulgate addition of quod cor- 
responds with ôt: ofkoSopyv in (B'6) D F G. 
Both Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
correction as Erasmus. 


1 domicilium (2nd.) oikíav (“domum” Vg.). See 
above, on nostrum domicilium. 


1 non manu factum, aeternum &yeiporroirrov, 
aicviov (“non manufactam, sed aeternam" Vg. 
1527). Erasmus' use of the neuter gender follows 
from the previous substitution of domicilium 
for domum. The addition of sed in the 1527 
Vulgate column, as in the Froben Vulgates of 
1491 and 1514, lacks Greek ms. support. This 
word was not used here by the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti or by either column of 
Lefèvre. 


2 Nam xoi yap (“Nam et" Vg.). Usually Eras- 
mus attempts to represent this Greek phrase by 
nam et or etenim. See on Rom. 3,7; 16,2. The 
Vulgate is more literally accurate here. In Annot. 
from 1519 onwards, Erasmus used Etenim, as 
in Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 


2 gemimus oveváLousv (“ingemiscimus” late 
Vg.). The same substitution occurs in vs. 4, in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at Rom. 8,23; 
Hebr. 13,17. The two Latin words are simi- 
lar in meaning. Possibly Erasmus considered 
that, since the Greek verb lacked a prefix, 
there was no need for a compound verb in 
the Latin translation. However, at Me. 7,34; 
lac. 5,9, he retains ingemisco for otevdtoo. 
Cf. Annot. 
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TÒ olknTüpiov fuv TO £6 ovpavod, 
Errev8Uc aco ErrrroOo0vres. Fei ye Kal 
èvõuodpevoi, oU yuuvol eope8noópue0a. 
Ikai yap oi évtes Èv TH okf|vei, otev- 
Goyev Bopoupevor, meidh oU O&Aopev èk- 
SvoacGan, &AX' &rrev5Ucac8o:, iva kata- 
T0015] TO OvnTóv WIrd ts Gwñs. 56 SE 
KaTtepyacduevos fds elg aÙTÒ TOŬTO, 
Beds, ó Kal Sols fjuiv TOV é&ppafóva 
TOU TrveUpatos. SOappoüvres ot Trdv- 
TOTE, Kai eiBóTes ómi EvSnuotvtes èv TH 
cogar, &KSnYOUNEev &rró TOU KUpiou. 


5,4 emen A BC* D* E*: ep c) C% Dre gne 


2 domicilio nostro B-E: domicilium nostrum 4 | 


4 hoc B-E: om. A 


2 domicilio nostro quod TS olkryrypiov. fjuov 
16 ("habitationem nostram quae" Vg.; “domi- 
cilium nostrum quod" 1516). This substitu- 
tion is consistent with the Vulgate rendering 
of oixntipiov at Jud. 6, the only other N.T. 
passage where the Greek word occurs. See on 
vs. 1, and Annot. Elsewhere Erasmus retains 
habitatio for x«arowía at Act. 17,26, and for 
karroikn piov at Ap. Job. 18,2. By using the 
ablative, he probably hoped to make the sense 
clearer: “desiring that we might be clothed with 
our habitation”. There remains some ambiguity, 
however, as domicilio nostro could be misun- 
derstood as being in apposition to the earlier 
in hoc. Lefévre made the same change as in 
Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 


2 e t€ ("de" Vg). See on Job. 2,15. The same 
change was made by Lefèvre. 


2 desiderantes trrvmoBotvtes ("cupientes" Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at Phil. 1,8, and 
also in rendering ém@upéw at Mt. 13,17, con- 
sistent with Vulgate usage at other passages. 


3 induti tvSvocpevor ("vestiti" Vg.) This 
change preserves the connection with mev- 
Súcacða in vs. 2. A similar substitution oc- 
curs at Lc. 12,22. In Annot., Erasmus records 
the variant ékSvodpevoi, offered by the origi- 
nal scribe of cod. 2817°"™. A later hand has 
altered these scholia to read tv8uocuevoi at 
this point. The spelling &«&uodpevor also occurs 
in cod. D*. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had the 
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domicilio nostro quod e coelo est, 
superindui desiderantes. *Si tamen 
induti, non nudi reperiemur. ‘Et- 
enim qui sumus in hoc tabernaculo, 
gemimus onerati; propterea quod no- 
limus exui, sed superindui, vt absor- 
beatur mortalitas a vita. *Porro qui 
parauit nos in hoc ipsum, deus est: 
qui idem dedit nobis arrabonem spi- 
ritus. ‘Itaque bono animo sumus 
semper, et scimus quod quum domi 
sumus in corpore, peregrinamur a deo. 


desiderantes C-E; desyderantes A B | 


same rendering as Erasmus. In one of the mss. 
of Manetti's version (Urb, Lat. 6), the scribe 
mistakenly copied vestiti as vestra. 


3 non où (“et non" late Vg.). The late Vulgate 
addition of et lacks explicit Greek support. 
Erasmus’ removal of this word produces ag- 
reement with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster 
and Manetti. 

3 reperiemur eüps&noóus0a (“inueniamur” Vg.). 
See on Job. 1,41. 

4 Etenim xoi yap ("Nam et" Vg). See on 
1 Cor. 12,14. 


4 boc tabernaculo 1&9 oxtyver (“tabernaculo” 
1516 = some Vg. mss.). In 1519, Erasmus restored 
the wording of the late Vulgate, which in turn 
corresponds with the addition of ToUrc after 
oxtyvel, as in codd. D F G and a few later mss., 
including cod. 2105. See Annot. The version of 
Lefévre put hac babitatione. 

4 gemimus otevaCovev (“ingemiscimus” late 
Vg.). See on vs. 2. 


4 onerati Bapoupevor (“grauati” Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at 1 Tim. 5,16. However, 
Erasmus retains grauo for Bapte at Mt. 26,43; 
Mc. 14,40; Le. 9,32 (which all refer to being 
weighed down with sleep), and at 2 Cor. 1,8. 
Manetti anticipated this change. 


4 propterea quod nolimus imah où 0£Aouev 
(“eo quod nolumus" Vg.). The reading érrei5%) 
was drawn from cod. 2817*, with little other 
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ms. support. In the margin of the 1522-35 
editions, Erasmus cites &g' co, which was in the 
text of the 1518 Aldine Bible and of virtually 
all Greek mss. (the latter reading was adopted 
by Beza and the Elzeviers, but Robert Estienne 
retained ¿meih from Erasmus). Cf. on Act. 
8,11 for Erasmus’ use of propterea quod, and on 
Tob. 1,20 for his preference for the subjunctive. 
Manetti had in eo quod volumus. 


4 exui &600ac8o1 (“expoliari” Vg.). The substi- 
tution of exui, which had more specific reference 
to the removal of clothing, is in accordance 
with Vulgate usage at Mt. 27,28, 31; Mc. 15,20. 
A similar change occurs in rendering écrrexBu- 
ova at Col. 2,15 (1516 only); 3,9, and Erasmus 
further replaces expoliatio by exuo in rendering 
éréSuois at Col. 2,11. His wording is the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot. and 
Lefèvre. 


4 superindui trevBUcacba (“superuestiri” Vg.). 
Erasmus produces consistency with the render- 
ing of the same Greek verb in vs. 2. The verb 
superuestior did not exist in classical usage. This 
change again agreed with the wording offered 
by Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. 


4 mortalitas t6 Ovryróv ("quod mortale est" 
Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus argues that his render- 
ing provides a better contrast with vita. Manetti 
put just mortale. 


5 Porro qui & 6€ ("Qui autem" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 8,16, and Annot. 


5 parauit katepyaodpevos (“efficit” Vg.). The 
present tense of the Vulgate corresponds with 
KaTepyacouevos in codd. D F G. See further 
on Rom. 1,27. In Annot., Erasmus criticised the 
version of Lefévre, who had afficit. 


5 deus est Oeds ("deus" Vg.). Erasmus adds a 
verb, to complete the sense. See Annot. The 
same change was made by Lefévre. 


5 idem xai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by P“ N * B C D* F G and a few 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
N or Dor and most later mss. See Annot. The 
version of Manetti had et (shown as a later 
correction in Pal. Lat. 45, of which the original 
scribe had followed the Vulgate). Lefévre put 
et ad boc ipsum. 


5 arrabonem Tov &ppoPdva (“pignus” Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at Eph. 1,14. At 
2 Cor. 1,22 (1519), Erasmus preferred arram: 
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see ad loc. At the present passage, Lefévre made 
the same change. 


6 Itaque bono animo sumus Bappotvtes ovv 
(“Audentes igitur" Vg.). Erasmus changes the 
construction, so as to supply a main verb. For 
itaque, see on 2 Cor. 3,12. The substitution of 
bono animo sumus is recommended as a ren- 
dering of 8appéco in Annot. on Phil. 2,19, and 
may be compared with Erasmus’ use of the 
same phrase to translate Gapot at several 
passages: see on Job. 16,33. In rendering 0ap- 
péw in vs. 8, he replaces audeo by confido, in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at 2 Cor. 7,16. 
However, Erasmus retains audeo for this Greek 
verb at 2 Cor. 10,2, and replaces confido by 
audax sum at 2 Cor. 10,1. In Annot. on the 
present passage, he suggests using confido or 
fido. Manetti put Confidentes igitur, and Lefèvre 
Qui igitur confidimus. 


6 scimus eibóres ( scientes" Vg.). See the previous 
note for the change of construction. Lefèvre 
made the same alteration. 


6 quod dt: (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. 
The same change was made by Manetti and 
Lefèvre, 


6 quum domi sumus tvbqpovvtes ("dum sumus” 
Vg.). Erasmus’ addition of domi is more accurate. 
Other substitutions of quum for dum occur at 
Hebr. 9,17; 12,5. In vs. 8, he adopts praesentes 
adesse, and in vs. 9, domi praesentes, in rendering 
the same Greek verb. See Annot. More consis- 
tently, Lefévre used praesentes here. 


6 corpore 1 oca (“hoc corpore" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate addition lacks explicit support 
from Greek mss. Erasmus' correction agrees 
with the wording of the earlier Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


6 deo tot xupíou ("domino" Vg.). The substi- 
tution of deo, in conflict with Erasmus' Greek 
text, may have been caused by the common 
abbreviation of domino as dio, in his marked- 
up copy of the printed Vulgate, which could 
subsequently have been misunderstood by the 
typesetters of the 1516 edition (such an ab- 
breviation occurs at this point in the Froben 
Vulgates of 1491 and 1514). As it happens, deo 
corresponds with ToU §e00 in codd. D* F G. 
Other such changes occur in vs. 8, below, and 
at Eph. 6,8. A similar error in the 1516 edition 
at 2 Cor. 8,5 was corrected in 1519. An opposite 
change, mistakenly substituting domino for deo, 
occurs at 1 Thess. 2,2. 
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7B5)ik tiotews yao TrepitratoUpev, oU 
Sic eiSous. 

*OappoUuev 8 Kal evSoxotpev 
p&AAov ixO6nufjom èk Tol occopueros, 
Kai £vB5nufjco: Trpós Tov KUpiov. | 
9816 xoi qiAoTipoUusÜa, cire èvõn- 
poUvtes, eire exSnuotvtes, evdpector 
owTd elva. Mots yap tmdvtas 
Huds pavepwbijvai Sei EutrpocGev ToU 
Bryatos ToU Xpiotot, iva Koplontar 
tkacTos Tà Sik To océoparos, TPS 
5 étrpaéev, eire å&yaðóv, eire kakóv. 

N EiBóreg oUv Tov qópov ToU Ku- 
piou, &vðpæmous mrelðopev, Oe 66 
mepavepwpeða. Amičw 8 kai èv 
tais ouvaðhosoiv ÜÓpóv mepavepõ- 
ofa. où yàp máňv éavroUs ouv- 
loTévoyev Upiv, &AA& à&popuħv &1- 
Sovtes Üuiv kauynüjparos Urrtp td, 


12 nucv A-D: vpov E 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


"Per fidem enim ambulamus, non 
per speciem. 

*Confidimus autem et probamus 
magis, peregre abesse a corpore, et 
praesentes adesse apud deum. | ° Qua- 
propter contendimus, siue domi prae- 
sentes, siue foris peregre agentes, vt illi 
placeamus. "Omnes enim nos mani- 
festari oportet coram tribunali Christi, 
vt reportet vnusquisque ea quae fiunt 
per corpus, iuxta id quod fecit siue 
bonum siue malum. 

1 Scientes igitur terrorem illum do- 
mini, suademus hominibus, deo vero 
manifesti sumus. Spero autem nos 
et in conscientiis vestris manifestos 
esse. "Non enim iterum nos ipsos 
commendamus vobis, sed  occasio- 
nem damus vobis gloriandi de nobis, 


11 sumus B-E; fuimus A | 12 vobis B-E: vo- /f*, bis A’ 


7 non ot ("et non” Vg.). The Vulgate addition 
of et corresponds with kal où in codd. F G. 
The correction made by Erasmus produces the 
same wording as Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


8 Confidimus Oappoŭpev (“Audemus” Vg.). 
See on vs. 6, and Annot. This change was also 
advocated by Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 


8 probamus sùõokoŭpev (“bonam voluntatem 
habemus" Vg.). See on Rom. 15,26, and Annot. 
A different rendering of this Greek verb occurs 
at 1 Thess. 2,8, where Erasmus replaces cupide 
volebamus by animo cupicbamus (animo cupimus 
in 1516). At the present passage, Valla Annot. 
suggested peroptamus, Manetti expectamus, and 
Lefévre volumus. 


8 peregre abesse tkonjutjoon. (“peregrinari” Vg.). 
This may be compared with vs.9, where 
the Vulgate renders the same verb by absen- 
tes, and Erasmus by foris peregre agentes. In 
vs. 6, however, he retained the Vulgate verb. 


Valla Annot. here proposed foris esse, and Lefévre 
absentes. esse. 


8 praesentes adesse tvõnuñoa (praesentes esse” 
Vg.). See on vs. 6. The more elegant praesens 
adsum had good classical precedent, though 
Erasmus was content to use praesens sum for 
Tápeuu at 2 Cor. 13,2, 10; Gal. 4,18. Valla 
Annot. proposed using domi esse, and Manetti 
assistere, at this passage. 


8 apud pds (“ad” Vg.). Cf. on Act. 2,29. In 
such a context, apud is the preposition which 
would usually be expected, meaning "in the 
presence of". Valla Annot. and Lefèvre also 
suggested this change. 


8 deum tov KUpiov ("dominum" late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). The substitution of deum, in 
conflict with Erasmus' Greek text, may again 
have been caused by the abbreviated form of 
dominum (dnm, as used by the 1491 and 1514 
Froben Vulgates), or it could have been derived 
from Valla Annot., who had deum both in his 
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Vulgate lemma and in his proposed rendering. 
It could also have been influenced by the use 
of deum here in Ambrosiaster's version, with 
some mss. of the earlier Vulgate, though sup- 
ported by few Greek mss. other than cod. D*. 
A similar discrepancy between Erasmus’ Greek 
and Latin texts occurs in vs. 6. 

9 Quapropter Bid xai (“Et ideo” Vg.). See on 
Act. 10,29. Erasmus leaves kai untranslated. 
This word is also omitted by p“ and a few later 


mss. Ambrosiaster had Jdeo, and Lefèvre Propter 
quod, both omitting et. 


9 domi praesentes, siue foris peregre agentes Èv- 
&npoÜUvrss, cite EkGnpoUvres (absentes, siue 
praesentes" Vg.). See on vss. 6 and 8. The Vul- 
gate transposition of the word-order has little 
support from Greek mss. Cf. Annot. The version 
of Ambrosiaster was presentes siue peregrinantes, 
and Manetti praesentes siue absentes. 


9 ot illi placeamus e0&pso To avTH elven (“pla- 
cere illi" Vg.). Erasmus avoids the infinitive 
of purpose. Manetti and Lefévre put Peneplacere 
ei. 


10 coram tribunali ÉumpocOcev ToO. Phuaros 
(“ante tribunal" Vg.). See on Act. 7,46 for coram. 
Erasmus retains ante tribunal for this Greek 
phrase at Act. 18,17. Manetti partly anticipated 
this change, having the word-order coram Christi 
tribunali. 


10 reportet xouionta (“referat” Vg.). This sub- 
stitution is consistent with Vulgate usage at 
Hebr. 10,36; 1 Petr. 1,9. In rendering the same 
Greek verb elsewhere, Erasmus substitutes reporto 
for percipio at 1 Petr. 5,4; 2 Petr. 2,13, and for 
recipio at Eph. 6,8; Col. 3,25; at Hebr. 11,19, he 
replaces accipio with reduco. Manetti put deferat. 


10 ea quae fiunt per corpus và Sià TOU coouaros 
("propria corporis" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects 
the substitution of {Sia for 81d, as in P“ and 
a few later mss. See Annot. The version of Ma- 
netti had ea quae per corpus, and Lefèvre quae per 
corpus. 

10 iuxta id quod tpds 6 ("prout" Vg.). The 
reading rrpós Ó was derived from cod. 2817. 
Nearly all other mss. have rpós & In Annot., 
Erasmus gives mpós & as his principal read- 
ing, accompanied by the rendering ad ea quae. 
He takes trpds here as the equivalent of katé& 
cf. Kat& Tijv Ttpõ§iv at Mt. 16,27, and kata 
TÒ Épya at e.g. Rom. 2,6; 2 Cor. 11,15. Lefèvre 
put ad quae, while Manetti left the Greek phrase 
untranslated. 
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10 fecit Erpaéev (“gessit” Vg.). Erasmus retains 
gero for tpdcow at Le. 23,41; Act. 26,26. At 
2 Cor. 12,21, he replaces gero by patro. See also 
on Act, 15,29, and Annot. 


11 igitur otv (“ergo” Vg). See on Ioh. 6,62. 
Erasmus' rendering was the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


11 terrorem illum tov póßov (“timorem” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 13,3 for terror. Erasmus renders 
the Greek article by illum, possibly to connect 
qópos with the reference to divine judgment 
in vs. 10. 


11 suademus bominibus &vOpoymous meiðopev 
(“hominibus suademus" Vg.). The Vulgate word- 
otder is more literal. 


11 vero Sé ("autem" Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 


11 manifesti sumus Trepavepcous&a: ("manifesti 
fuimus" 1516). In 1516, Erasmus attempts a 
more literal rendering of the Greek perfect 
tense, though this may have been for stylistic 
variety, as he leaves manifestos esse untouched in 
the clause which immediately follows. In Annot., 
he suggested manifestati sumus, which was the 
rendering of Valla Annot. The version of Manetti 
had manifesti efficimur. 


11 nos et... manifestos esse «od ... TepavEepdobar 
(“et .. manifestos nos esse” Vg.) Erasmus 
moves forward the pronoun, for the sake of 
clarity. Manetti and Lefèvre both had et ... nos 
manifestos esse. 


12 enim y&p (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion is supported by P“ N B C D* F G and 
a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
Der 048 and most later mss. The same correc- 
tion was made by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


12 nos ipsos commendamus taxutous auvic Tá- 
vouev ("commendamus nos” late Vg.). Erasmus 
gives a more emphatic rendering of the Greek 
reflexive pronoun. His word-order is also more 
literal than the late Vulgate. Manetti and Lefévre 
again made the same change. The earlier Vulgate 
and Ambrosiaster had zos commendamus. 


12 de jmép (“pro” Vg.). A similar substitution 
occurs in rendering Utrép after kavyáopo at 
2 Cor. 12,5; 2 Thess. 1,4, and after kavynots 
at 2 Cor. 7,4; 8,24, in accordance with Vul- 
gate usage at 2 Cor. 7,14; 9,2-3. Other sub- 
stitutions of de occur in rendering Urrép after 
evyapiotéco at Eph. 5,20, and after ppovéw at 
Phil. 1,7. 
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iva Éynyre v  Trpooco- 
TQ  Kauycop£vous, oU = Kapdia. 
Beite yao t€éotnuev, 0c cite ow- 
epovoUusv, úv. “Hh yap éyámn 
ToU Xpiotol ouvéxer tds, Kpivav- 
tas ToUTo, ot: ei els úmèp tdvtov 
åméĝðavev, apa of Wavtes &mé8o- 
vov: kai Urrip mdvtov àméðavev, 
iva oi Zóvrss, unkén EauTois č®- 
civ, &AA& TH Ürtp aùtõv órmo8a- 
vóvri Kai èyepðévtri. ote fpes 
amd ToU vOv od8éva ofSauev xarà 


Tpós TOUS 
Kal 


odpka, ef S& Kal éyvoxapev kaTà 
cópka  XpicTÓv, GAAG vOv ovKéTi 
yVOXKOpEV. 


U*"OgTe ef tis èv XpicTÓ, kal- 


vi xrícig; Ta  Áápyoda mapňiðev, 
ioù  yéyove  Kawà Ta  mávro. 


15 kpivavras A B D E: kpivavvtas C 


16 Porro etiam si cognouimus B-E: Quod si etiam nouimus 4 | 


preterierunt 4 


12 aliquid habeatis Ex1yre (" habeatis" Vg.). Eras- 
mus adds aliquid to complete the sense. Lefèvre 
put illam habeatis, taking &popuńv as the implied 
object of the verb. 

12 aduersus wpós (“ad” Vg). See on Rom. 
10,21, and Annot. The rendering adopted by 
Erasmus gives a clearer sense. The same change 
was made by Lefèvre. 

13 Nam siue cite yap ("Siue enim” Vg.). See 
on Joh. 3,34. Lefèvre left yap untranslated. 
13 insanimus, deo insanimus tEtotnuev, ed 
(“mente excedimus, deo” Vg.). In Annot., Eras- 
mus suggests that the Vulgate might originally 
have had excidimus (which can be understood 
as either present or perfect tense) rather than 
excedimus, and accordingly he lists the passage 
among the Loca Manifeste Deprauata. He took 
mente excedo to refer to ecstatic experience, but 
mente excido as referring to insanity. He favoured 
the latter interpretation, as it seemed to form 
a better contrast with the following verb, oco- 
ppovoUpev. To prevent any occurrence of the 
(alleged) confusion between excedo and excido, 
Erasmus substituted izsanio, a word which he 
uses elsewhere mainly to render paivouo. He 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


vt aliquid habeatis aduersus eos qui 
in facie gloriantur, et non in corde. 
P? Nam siue insanimus, deo insanimus: 
siue sani sumus, vobis sani sumus. 
"Charitas enim Christi constringit 
nos, iudicantes illud, quod si vnus 
pro omnibus mortuus fuit, ergo om- 
nes mortui fuerunt: “et pro omnibus 
mortuus est, vt qui viuunt, posthac 
non sibi viuant, sed ei qui pro ipsis 
mortuus est et resurrexit. 'Itaque nos 
posthac neminem nouimus secundum 
carnem. Porro etiam si cognouimus 
Christum secundum carnem, nunc 
tamen non amplius nouimus. 

1 Proinde si quis est in Christo, 
noua creatura est. Vetera praeterie- 
runt, ecce noua facta sunt omnia. 


17 praeterierunt B-E: 


further repeats this verb after deo, to complete 
the implied sense of the elliptical Greek expres- 
sion. Valla Annot. suggested using desipimus, deo 
desipimus. Manetti put mente excedamus deo, and 
Lefévre excellimus deo. 


13 sani sumus, vobis sani sumus acxppovoOpev, 
piv ("sobrii sumus, vobis" Vg.). Again Erasmus 
expands the rendering, for the sake of clarity. 
At Mc. 5,15 and Lc. 8,35, he follows the Vulgate 
in using sanae mentis and sana mente for the 
same Greek verb. See Annot., and for sobrius see 
further on Rom. 12,3. Valla Annot. recommended 
sapimus, vobis sapimus, while Manetti had tempera- 
ti simus vobis, and Lefévre modeste sapimus vobis 
(cf. Ambrosiaster, sanum sapimus). 

14 constringit ouviyer (“vrget” Vg.). Erasmus 
wished to convey the sense of the Greek prefix, 
ouv-. He also introduces constringo for ouvéx oo 
at several other passages, replacing comprehendo, 
comprimo and coartor. at Mt. 4,24 (1535); Le. 
8,45 (1519); Phil. 1,23 (1516 only). See Annot. 
The version of Manetti had continet. 

14 iudicantes kpivavtas (“aestimantes” Vg.). 
Erasmus is more accurate here: see Annot. 
His rendering agrees with the wording of 
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Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot. and Manetti, while 
Lefévre put discernentes. 


14 illud toro (“hoc” Vg.). Erasmus prefers 
illud for referring to a following statement: see 
on Rom. 6,6. 


14 quod &n ("quoniam" Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. 
This change produced the same wording as 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


14 si el. In Annot., Erasmus mentions that 
some mss. omit this word, among which were 
his codd. 2105 and 2815, together with P“ N * 
B C* D F G 0225 and many other mss. His 
text is here based on cod. 2817, supported by 
1°" and 2816, with N œ C**i4 048 and many 
other mss. The version of Lefèvre omitted sz. 


14 mortuus fuit ... mortui fuerunt &mtOavev ... 
&rréüavov ("mortuus est ... mortui sunt” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 4,2. Lefèvre put mortem oppetitt ... 
oppetierunt. 


15 mortuus est &rréBavev ("mortuus est Christus” 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of Christus 
corresponds with &rré&avev XpicTós in codd. 
F G. In a few late mss., Xpiotds is inserted be- 
fore Urrép TrévTov. The earlier Vulgate, Ambro- 
siaster, Manetti and Lefévre all omitted Christus, 
and Lefèvre further substituted mortem oppetiit. 


15 vt iva (“vt et” Vg.). The Vulgate addition 
of et lacks Greek ms. support. Manetti and 
Lefévre made the same correction as Erasmus. 


15 posthac non unkéni (“iam non" Vg.). See on 
Tob. 5,14. Manetti put non amplius. 


16 posthac &rró tot viv ("ex hoc" Vg.; omitted 
in some early Vg. mss.). See on Act. 18,6, and 
Annot. Apart from attaching zon to posthac in 
vs. 15, Erasmus’ version does not distinguish 
between the meaning of &rró ToU viv here and 
unkéri in the previous verse. Valla Annot. like- 
wise suggested postbac, whereas Manetti preferred 
ex nunc, and Lefévre a modo. 


16 Porro etiam si ei 5è koi ("Et si” Vg.; "Quod 
si etiam" 1516). The Vulgate reflects a text 
omitting 56, as in P“ N * B D* (F G) 0225 and 
a few later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816°", and 
also N *" C» D*" and most later mss. See 
further on 1 Cor. 8,5 for etiam si. Lefévre put 
si autem et. 


16 cognouimus tyvexapev (“nouimus” 1516). 
The use of zouimus in 1516 was perhaps an 
attempt to produce consistency with the use of 
nouimus for ywoakopev at the end of the verse, 
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though the Greek tenses differ. In 1519, Erasmus 
restored the Vulgate rendering. Lefèvre also put 
nouimus, having the word-order secundum carnem 
nouimus Christum. 


16 Christum secundum carnem kata oapKa Xpi- 
otév ("secundum carnem Christum" Vg.). Eras- 
mus places Christum immediately after the verb, 
for clarity. For Lefévre’s version, see the previous 


note. 


17 Proinde si quis est ... creatura est "Qove ei Tis 
.. Kríois ("Si qua ergo ... creatura" Vg.). See 
on Act, 11,17 for proinde. By using the feminine 
gender, the Vulgate connects tis with the fol- 
lowing xtiots, or creatura. Erasmus’ wording 
gives a more convincing interpretation of the 
passage, making clear that every Christian be- 
liever is, by definition, a "new creature", See 
Annot. This passage appears among the Loca 
Obscura, Manetti had Itaque si quis ... creatura est, 
and Lefèvre Itaque si qua ... creatura. 


17 praeterierunt wapiAGev (“transierunt” Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at Mt. 5,18; 24,35 
(1519); Mc. 13,30-1; Iac. 1,10. More often Eras- 
mus retains transeo for this Greek verb. 


17 noua facta sunt omnia yéyove Kawde TÈ 
mévta (“facta sunt omnia noua" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate reflects a different Greek 
word-order, yéyove Tà Trávra: Kaivá, found 
in more than 230 late mss., including codd. 
2815 and 2816. Erasmus’ Greek text is based 
on cod. 2817, supported by 1, 2105, and also 
Dr and about 330 later mss. In fifteen mss., 
Tà Ttávra is omitted, as in 3955 N B C D* F 
G 048, together with the earlier Vulgate (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 667-70). 
It could be said that, without Tà rrávra (“all 
things"), the apostle's phrase becomes less vivid 
and emphatic. The main textual question here 
is whether Tà tr&vta was a scribal embellish- 
ment (cf. the reading kaiwá Troi måvTa, and 
its various permutations, at Ap. Job. 21,5), or 
whether a few scribes either accidentally or 
intentionally omitted these words. If the origi- 
nal word-order had been kaivà tà Trávro, 
an accidental omission could have occurred 
through an error of parablepsis, passing from 
Tå before rrávra to tå before 5& rrávra in 
vs. 18. There is also a possibility that a deliberate 
shortening of the text could have been promp- 
ted by the Septuagint version of Js. 43,19 (a), 
ioù éyd> Tro1 kavá, of which the present 
passage appears to contain a reminiscence. The 
alternative word-order, Tà rrávTa Kalvd, could 
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Bry Sè mávTa ix ToU 0:00, ToU kart- 
AAAGEavtos uðs éautr® Sià "IooU 
XpicToU, xol S6vtos tiv thy iako- 
viav Tfj; KaTaAAayts Mes Sti Beds 
fjv èv Xpiot®, Kdopov kaToAAÓcoov 
éauTÓ, pt) Aoyilóusvos atrtois Tà Ta- 
partwpara avtdyv, kai 9éusevos év tiv 
Tov Aóyov TÄS kccroAAaryfjs. 

?"Ymip XpicToU ov trpeoBevouev, 
as ToU Geol TrapokaAoUvTos Sr td, 
Sedpe0a Utréip Xpiotov, kao | Adynte 
TÕ Oe ?'róv yàp uh yvdvta uap- 
Tiav, mèp fuv duaptiav étroinoey, 
iva fpes yivapeda Sıkarooúvn coU èv 
aÙTŐ. 


Zuvepyouvtes S Kal mapakañoŭ- 
uev, pt) els Kevov TV xépiv ToU 0coU 
SéEaodan 9u&s. 7Aéyer yep, Koipó Sex- 
T6 èmhkouoć Cou, kai év fjuépa corrn- 
pias éporjncá cor. iðoù vOv karpòs eù- 
Tpdabextos, Sov vOv ńuépa ocnpías. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


5 Omnia autem ex deo, qui reconci- 
liauit nos sibi per lesum Christum, 
deditque nobis ministerium recon- 
ciliationis: | "quandoquidem deus 
erat in Christo, mundum  reconci- 
lians sibi, non imputans eis peccata 
sua, et posuit in nobis sermonem 
reconciliationis. 

?]taque nomine Christi legatio- 
ne fungimur: tanquam deo vos ob- 
secrante per nos, rogamus pro | 
Christo, reconciliemini deo: 7!eum 
enim qui non nouit peccatum, pro 
nobis peccatum fecit, vt nos effi- 
ceremur iustitia dei per illum. 


6 Quin et adiuuantes obsecramus, 
ne in vacuum gratiam dei rece- 
peritis. — ?Dicit enim: In tempore 
accepto exaudiui te, et in die salu- 
tis succurri tibi. Ecce nunc tempus 
acceptum, ecce nunc dies salutis. 


19 Aoyifopevos B-E: Aoyicousvos A | alt. ev B-E: om. A 


6,1 tou 0sou B-E: om. A 


18 deditque B-E: et dedit A | 19 posuit in B-E: ponens 4. | sermonem B-E: verbum 4 | 


21 per illum B-E: in illo A 


6,1 Quin et adiuuantes B-E: Sed adiuuantes etiam A | 


dei B-E: om. A 


have arisen through an accidental transposition 
of words, this being a prolific source of error 
among copyists of mss. Erasmus’ rendering was 
the same as that of Lefèvre. 


18 qui reconciliauit nos ToU. karaAAá£avros 
fiu&s ("qui nos reconciliauit” late Vg.). Erasmus’ 
rendering is closer to the Greek word-order, 
agreeing with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster 
and Lefévre. 


18 lesum "1oo0 (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion is supported by P“ N B C D* F G and 
a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
D^" and most later mss. This correction was 
also made by Manetti and Lefévre (the latter 
having the spelling Jhesum). 


obsecramus B-E; exhortamur A | 


18 deditque kai Bóvros ("et dedit" 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Job. 1,39. 

19 quandoquidem cx &n ("quoniam quidem" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 3,30, and Annot. Both Manetti 
and Lefévre had vt quod. 

19 imputans AoyiGouevos (“reputans” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 2,26, and Annot. The spelling Aoyi6- 
uevos in 1516, which has no support from the 
Basle mss, was probably a typesetting error. 
The rendering adopted by Erasmus was previ- 
ously proposed by Valla Arnot. 

19 eis otrtois (“illis” Vg). Cod. 2815 omits 
avrois, but the word is attested by most other 
mss. (cod. 1 has éavrois). Erasmus avoids the 
added emphasis of illis. The immediate point 
of reference appears to be kóopov, or mundum, 
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here treated as a collective noun and hence a 
plural entity. Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same change. 

19 peccata tà TrapaTrT@pata ("delicta" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 4,25. By making this change, Eras- 
mus removes any distinction between mtap- 
wtTapa here and épapría in vs. 21. 

19 sua aùtõæv (“ipsorum” Vg.). Erasmus, who 
here adopts a proposal of Valla Annot., probably 
regarded the emphasis of ipsorum as unnecessary, 
as it does not refer back to an earlier subject. 
However, sua has an undesirable ambiguity, as 
it could be misunderstood as meaning "his" 
rather than "their". Lefèvre put eorum. 


19 posuit 8£uevos (“ponens” 1516). The 1516 
rendering, which is the same as that of Ambro- 
siaster, ignores the fact that the Greek participle 
is an aorist. Further, the preceding non was 
capable of being mistakenly applied to ponens 
and not just to zmputans. It was presumably for 
these reasons that Erasmus in 1519 reverted to 
the Vulgate wording. 


19 in nobis tv {iv (“nobis” 1516). In 1516, the 
omission of the preposition was based on codd. 
2815 and 2817, supported by many other late 
mss. The same omission was made by Manetti. 


19 sermonem tov Aóyov (“verbum” 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Job. 1,1. Lefèvre made the same change. 


20 Itaque nomine Christi "Y nip Xpiotot otv 
(“Pro Christo ergo" Vg.). See on Rom. 13,10 for 
itaque, and on 1 Cor. 4,6 for nomine. Manetti 
put Pro Cbristo igitur. 


20 vos obsecrante tapoaxoAotvtos ("exhortante" 
Vg.). A similar substitution of obsecro occurs at 
2 Cor. 6,1 (1519). Erasmus felt that this was 
more appropriate in view of the use of Sedpe00 
shortly afterwards, though the change was like- 
ly to give rise to the objection that God does 
not “beseech”: see Annot. He further added a 
pronoun, vos, to make the implied object of 
the verb more clear. Manetti had cobortante. 


20 rogamus Sedye0a ("obsecramus" Vg.). A simi- 
lar substitution occurs at 2 Cor. 8,4; Gal. 4,12, 
though Erasmus retains obsecro for Stopar at 
Lc. 8,28; 9,38; Act. 8,34; 26,3. Lefévre also made 
this change. Manetti put Zeprecamur. 

20 reconciliemini katadry nte (“reconciliami- 
ni” Vg.). See on Joh. 6,27 for Erasmus’ use of 
the subjunctive. 


21 enim yåp (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by 38^ *6 N * B C D* F G 048 and 
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a few later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 
Nor por and most later mss. The version of 
Lefévre began the sentence with nam eum. 


21 nouit yvóvta ("nouerat" Vg.). Either render- 
ing is legitimate. Erasmus has the same wording 
as Lefévre. 


21 ywoys8a. This spelling appears to have 
been an arbitrary change, as virtually all mss., 
including those at Basle, have yevæpeða. The 
incorrect spelling persisted into the Textus Recep- 
tus. C£. on Iob. 5,9; 12,42. 

21 per illum tv aùt& (“in ipso" Vg.; "in illo" 
1516). See on Rom. 1,17 for per, and on Rom. 
1,20 for the removal of ipse. Lefèvre put in eo. 


6,1 Quin et adiuuantes ZuvepyoŬvTtes 5E Kai 
(“Adiuuantes autem" late Vg.; "Sed adiuuantes 
etiam" 1516). The late Vulgate omission of et 
corresponds with the omission of kai in some 
late mss., including cod. 2815. See Annot. For 
quin, see on Iob. 8,17. Valla Annot. gave the 
meaning of cuvepyoUvres as cooperantes, and 
this was adopted by Lefèvre, who had At vero 
cooperantes. Manetti put Cooperatores autem. 


1 obsecramus TrapoxaAoUyuev (“exhortamur” 
1516 = Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 5,20, and Annot. 
Erasmus' 1519 rendering was the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster. 


1 dei ToU coU (omitted in 1516). The 1516 
omission follows cod. 2817, with little or no 
other ms. support. 

1 receperitis BEEao8a1 (“recipiatis” Vg.). Erasmus 
seeks to render the Greek aorist more precisely. 
Manetti and Lefèvre Comm. put suscipiatis, while 
Lefévre's main text had vos suscipiatis. 


2 Dicit Aye (“Ait” Vg.). See on Rom. 15,12. 
Lefévre made the same change. 


2 In tempore Kaip& ("Tempore" Vg.). Erasmus’ 
insertion of in appears from Annot. to have 
been influenced by the Vulgate rendering of 
Is. 49,8. 


2 succurri tibi £Qori9noá coi ("adiuui te" late 
Vg.). See on Act. 16,9, and Annot. 


2 acceptum eympóoBekros (“acceptabile” Vg.). 
This change is in accordance with Vulgate 
usage at Rom. 15,16, 31; 2 Cor. 8,12. However, 
despite the fact that acceptabilis was not used by 
classical authors, Erasmus retains this word at 
1 Petr. 2,5, and even substitutes it for acceptus 
at Rom. 15,16 (see ad loc.). 


380 


3un&suíav èv undevi S18dvtes Trpocko- 
Thv, iva uh ucounij f| Siaxovia, *àAX' 
Év TravTi auvio Ores ÉéavroUs dos Scot 
5iókovoi, &v úmopovi TroAAT), Ev OAiwe- 
civ, èv &vá&ykats, £v otevoxwpiais, *&y 
T'Àn yos, Ev puAokais, £v dxatactaciais, 
èv Kkórrois, év &ypurrvíats, év vro eias, 
Sty å&yvótnTI, èv yvoce, Ev poxpobu- 
vig, Èv XPNOTÓTNTI, £v TrvevpaTi &yíco, 
èv é&y ám dvutroxpiteo, "iy Aóyw &Xn- 
Belas, £v Suvápet OcoU, Sick TOv StrAcv 
Tis Sixaiocuvns Tv SeFiddv Kai ópi- 
cTepó, Sià BóEns koi eripias, Sic 
Sucenuías kal evpnuias: ds TAdvol, Kal 
GAnoeiss 2 as &yvoovpevor, Kal im 
yivwokópevor ds &rrovrjokovres, Kai 
iSoU Gdpev' cos TroiSevdyevoi, Kai uù 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


3Ne quam vsquam demus offensio- 
nem, ne reprehendatur ministerium, 
^sed in omnibus commendemus nos 
ipsos vt dei ministri, in tolerantia 
multa, in afflictionibus, in necessita- 
tibus, in anxietatibus, ?in plagis, in 
carceribus, in seditionibus, in labori- 
bus, in vigiliis, in ieiuniis, fin puri- 
tate, in scientia, in animi lenitate, in 
benignitate, in spiritu sancto, in chari- 
tate non simulata, 7in sermone verita- 
tis, in potentia dei, per arma iustitiae 
dextra ac sinistra, *per gloriam et ig- 
nominiam, per conuitia et laudes, qua- 
si impostores, et tamen veraces: ° quasi 
ignoti, et tamen noti: quasi morientes, 
et ecce viuimus: quasi correpti, et non 


5 qvAakous B-E: pudackais A | 6 poKpobupia B-E; yokpo8upiats A | ypnototnt A-C E: 


xpiototnt D 


3 vsquam B-E: vli 4. | 5 in laboribus B-E; om. A | 6 animi lenitate B-E: longanimita- 
tibus 4 | 7 ac B-E:etAA | 8 quasi B-E: tanquam. 4 


3 Ne quam vsquam demus unõeniav v undevi 
SiSdvtes ("Nemini dantes vilam” Vg; “Ne 
quam vlli demus" 1516). By substituting ze ... 
demus, parallel with commendemus (or exbibeamus) 
in vs. 4, Erasmus restores the symmetry of the 
Greek sentence structure. In Annot., he suggests 
that the Vulgate followed a text omitting èv, 
though such an omission lacks Greek ms. sup- 
port. Lefèvre put Nemini ne vllam quidem damus. 

3 ne iva uh (“vt non" Vg). See on Ioh. 3,20. 

3 reprebendatur count) (“vituperetur” Vg.). At 
2 Cor. 8,20, rendering the same Greek verb, 
Erasmus replaces vitupero by carpo. In rendering 


uépgouoi, he further replaces vitupero by incuso 
at Mc. 7,2 (1519); Hebr. 8,8. 


3 ministerium Ñ Biaxovia ("ministerium nos- 
trum" most Vg. mss., with Vg"). The Vulgate 
addition of nostrum corresponds with the addi- 
tion of fuv in codd. D F G and a few later 
mss. See Annot. On the strength of the ninth- 
century cod. Sangermanensis, Vg" omits nostrum. 
Lefèvre put ministratio nostra. 


4 commendemus cuvnotdévtes (“exhibeamus” 
Vg.) A similar substitution occurs at 2 Cor. 
7,11, in conformity with Vulgate usage elsewhere. 


See Annot. The rendering of Ambrosiaster and 
Valla Annot. was commendantes, while Lefèvre 
had commendabiles exhibemus. 


4 nos ipsos taurrous ("nosmet ipsos" Vg.). See 
on 1 Cor. 11,31, and Annot. The same change 
was made by Lefèvre. 


4 vt cos (“sicut” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,21. Erasmus 
adopts the same word as Ambrosiaster and 
Lefévre. 


4 ministri Sıáxovoi (“ministros” Vg.). The Vul- 
gate use of the accusative corresponds with Sia- 
Kévous in cod. D*. See Annot. The correction 
made by Erasmus agrees with the rendering of 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


4 tolerantia multa Stopovi, ToAAM ("multa 
patientia" Vg.). Erasmus' translation reproduces 
the Greek word-order more literally. For tole- 
rantia, see on Rom. 2,4. Lefévre had patientia 
multa. 


4 afflictionibus iyeon "tribulationibus" Vg.). 
See on Job. 16,21. Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre 
had pressurts. 

4 anxietatibus ovevoywpias (“angustiis” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 2,9. 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS SECVNDA 63-9 


5 in laboribus tv xorros (omitted in 1516 Lat.). 
The omission from the 1516 Latin version, in 
conflict with the accompanying Greek text, 
seems to have been an error of the typesetter. 


6 puritate &yvótrm (“castitate” Vg.). A similar 
substitution of puritas occurs in rendering &y- 
vela at 1 Tim. 4,12. Cf. also the substitution 
of purus for castus at 1 Tim. 5,22; Tit. 2,5; for 
incontaminatus at 2 Cor. 7,11; for pudicus at Phil. 
4,8; and for sanctus at 1 Iob. 3,3 - all in rendering 
&yvós. In rendering é&yviZeo, Erasmus further 
uses purifico to replace castifico at 1 Petr. 1,22, 
and to replace sanctifico at Iob. 11,55 (1519); Act. 
21,24 (1519); 1 Job. 3,3, in accordance with Vul- 
gate usage at Act. 21,26; 24,18; Jac. 4,8 (see on 
Iob. 11,55). Another related change is the replace- 
ment of sincere by pure in rendering &yvóss at 
Phil. 1,16. For Erasmus’ replacement of casti- 
tas by temperantia in rendering &ykp&reia, see 
on Act. 24,25. He retains castitas for &yvela at 
1 Tim. 5,2, and also uses castitas to replace sobrie- 
tas in rendering acoppocuvr at 1 Tim. 2,9, 15. 
In rendering &yvós, he also retains castus at 
2 Cor. 11,2; 1 Petr. 3,2, and replaces pudicus by 
castus at lac. 3,17. 


6 animi lenitate poxpobupia ("longanimitate" 
Vg.; "longanimitatibus" 1516). The use of the 
plural in 1516 corresponds with the reading 
pakpo@upiais in cod. 2817, apparently without 
other ms. support. For Erasmus’ use of lenitas, 
see on Rom. 2,4. 


6 benignitate ypnotétnt (“suauitate” Vg.). 
Erasmus also uses benignitas for yproóTns at 
Gal. 5,22; Eph. 2,7. See on Rom. 2,4 (bonitas), 
and Annot. In classical usage, saauttas denotes 
pleasantness or attractiveness rather than a 
moral virtue. Erasmus’ wording is the same as 
that of Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


6 non simulata &vuTtoxpite (“non ficta" Vg.). 
From Annot., it is seen that this substitution 
was, once again, modelled on the wording of 
Ambrosiaster. See further on Rom. 12,9. 


7 sermone Oya (“verbo” Vg.). See on Iob. 1,1. 
The same change was made by Lefèvre. 


7 dextra ac sinistra thy SeGidv Kol &pioe- 
pav (“a dextris et a sinistris" late Vg.; "dextra 
et sinistra" 1516). Erasmus follows the Greek 
wording more literally, omitting the preposi- 
tions. For ac, see on Job. 1,25. In Annot., 
Erasmus objects to the degree of interpretative 
comment in the version of Lefévre, who put 
secundorum et aduersorum. 
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8 ignominiam &míag (“ignobilitatem” Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 15,43, and Annot. The rendering 
offered by Lefèvre was inbonorationem. 


8 conuitia et laudes Suoqnuias Kal eügnuías 
("infamiam et bonam famam" Vg.). Erasmus 
found a more succinct way of expressing the 
meaning, though he does not preserve the ety- 
mological connection between the Greek nouns, 
and converts singular to plural. In Annot, he 
renders more literally by maledicentiam et bene- 
dicentiam. Lefèvre tried diffamationem et bonam 
Jamam. 

8 quasi cos ("vt" Vg; "tanquam" 1516). In 
Annot., Erasmus objects to the Vulgate inconsis- 
tency in rendering ds variously as vt, quasi, sicut 
and tanquam, in vss. 8-10. The same objection 
was raised by Valla Annot., who proposed using 
vt throughout this passage, a suggestion which 
was adopted by Lefévre. 


8 impostores rA&voi ("seductores" Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at Mt. 27,63 (1519), as well 
as in rendering yóns at 2 Tim. 3,13. Erasmus 
also uses impostor for TAdvos at 1 Tim. 4,1. He 
retains seductor for TrAdwos at 2 Joh. 7, and also 
in rendering gpevorré&rns at Tit. 1,10. See 
Annot. The word seductor does not occur in 
classical usage. 


8 et tamen Kai (“et” Vg.). See on Iob. 7,19. 
Lefèvre had at. 


9 quasi (three times) cos (“sicut ... quasi ... vt 
Vg.). See on vs. 8. Valla Annot. and Lefèvre both 
had vt throughout, while Manetti had sicut ... 
tanquam ... tanquam. 


9 ignoti &yvooUusvoi ("qui ignoti" Vg.). The 
added gui of the Vulgate is redundant to the 
sense. Erasmus' wording agrees with that of 
Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. 


9 et tamen xai (“et” Vg.). See on Iob. 7,19. 
Lefévre put sed. 


9 noti Emrywowokdpevor ("cogniti" Vg.). The 
word notus, in the sense of “well known", 
provides a more straightforward antithesis for 
ignotus, whereas cognitus might be taken to 
mean “ascertained” or "recognised". See also 
on Rom. 1,32, and cf. Annot. 


9 correpti maiðevópevoi (“castigati” Vg). A 
similar substitution occurs at Hebr. 12,6, in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at Lc. 23,22; 
1 Cor. 11,32; 2 Tim. 2,25; Hebr. 12,7. While 
corripio could mean “rebuke” or “reprove”, the 
verb castigo has the additional connotation of 
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9avaroUpevor "dos | AuTrowpevor, del 
Se yaipovtes’ ws TrTOyol, TOAAOUS 
Se TAouTifovtes ds untv Éyovres, 
Kal Trávra KATÉXOVTEŞ. 

NTO ordpa fjuóv dvéiwye mpóg 


Uyds, KopivOior 1d Kapdia  fpów 
TETACTUTON Rov otevoywpeiobe 


év piv, otevoxwpciobe St èv oig 
cTÀ&yyxvois úv. "hv Sè atti 
&vTigicOíav as Tékvoig Aéyoo. TÀa- 
TUvÓnTe Kol neis, Mun yiveode 
&repoCuyoÜUvres drictois. tis yàp 
HeToX?) Sikaioouvn Kal àvopig; Tis 
St Kolvewvia gatl mpds okóTos; 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


occisi: quasi do|lentes, semper 
tamen gaudentes: quasi pauperes, 
multos tamen ditantes: vt nihil ha- 
bentes, et tamen omnia possidentes. 

"Os nostrum apertum est erga 
vos, Corinthii: cor nostrum dilata- 
tum est: "non estis angusti in no- 
bis, sed angusti estis in visceribus 
vestris. "Eandem autem remune- 
rationem vt a filiis exigo. Dilate- 
mini et vos, "ne ducatis iugum 
cum incredulis. Quod enim consor- 
tium iustitiae cum iniustitia? Aut 
quae communio luci cum tenebris? 


11 neratuta: C-E: vremAetuvro A B | 13 mAouven e A-C; mAa8uvOnTe D E 


10 ‘ert. tamen B-E: om. A | 11 Corinthii A-C D* E: Corintbii D^ | 12 non estis A‘ B-E: 
ne sitis A* | sed angusti estis B-E: Sitis autem angusti 4*, sed estis angusti 4° | 13 a filiis 


exigo D E: filiis polliceor 4-C 


"chastise" or "punish". That Erasmus sometimes 
regarded castigo as an equally valid rendering 
of this Greek verb may be seen from his 
substitution of castigo for corripio at Lc. 23,22; 
Hebr. 12,7 (both in 1519), and in his retention 
of castigo at Ap. Iob. 3,19. See also Annot. 


9 occisi Pavocrowpevoi (“mortificati” Vg.). Else- 
where in the Epistles, at Rom. 7,4; 8,13; 1 Petr. 
3,18, Erasmus retains mortifico for Bavarów, 
even though it does not occur in classical Latin 
usage. 


10 dolentes AuTroUpEvor (“tristes” Vg.). By using 
a present participle, Erasmus gives a more li- 
tera] rendering. See Annot. He retains tristis for 
Autroupevos at Mt. 19,22. Manetti anticipa- 
ted this change, while Lefèvre had merentes 
(= maerentes). 


10 tamen (1st. and 2nd.) 8€ (“autem” Vg.). See 


on Job. 1,26. Valla Annot. proposed sed... tamen, 
and Lefévre autem ... et. 


10 quasi (2nd.) cos (“sicut” Vg). See on vs. 8. 


Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot. and Lefèvre had 
vt. 


10 pauperes wrwyol ("egentes" Vg.). In using 
a noun, Erasmus' rendering is more literal. 
Manetti and Lefèvre both put inopes. 


10 ditantes TAOUTIZovtes ("locupletantes" Vg). 
See on 1 Cor. 1,5. Erasmus uses the same verb 
as Ambrosiaster. 


10 ot cs (“tanquam” Vg.). Erasmus here departs 
from his otherwise consistent rendering of dos 
by quasi in vss. 8-10: see on vs. 8. His choice 
of word is the same as that of Ambrosiaster, 
Valla Annot. and Lefévre. 


10 et tamen wai (“et” 1516 =Vg.). See on 
lob. 7,19. Lefèvre put sed. 


11 apertum est &viwye ("patet" Vg.). The sub- 
stitution of aperio is in accordance with Vulgate 
usage in rendering this Greek verb elsewhere. 
Erasmus’ adoption of the perfect tense is more 
accurate, and more consistent with the use of 
dilatatum est shortly afterwards. The same change 
was made by Lefèvre. 


11 erga pds (“ad” Vg.). See on Act. 3,25. 


11 Corinthii Kopiv&iov (“o Corinthii" Vg.) 
The Vulgate addition of o was probably just 
a matter of translation, making the vocative 
case of Corinthit more explicit, though it also 
corresponds with & Kopiv@eioi in codd. F G. 
See on Act. 1,1 for instances of several pas- 
sages where Erasmus makes the same addition, 
without support from Greek mss. 
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EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS SECVNDA 6,9-14 


11 merA&ruro:. The adoption of this spelling, 
in 1522-35, could have been influenced by the 
1518 Aldine Bible, which had this reading in 
company with some late mss., including codd. 
2105, 2815, 2816. In codd. 1, 2817 and most 
other mss., it is TremAcruvTou, as printed in 
Erasmus' 1516-19 editions. 


12 non estis angusti ... sed angusti estis OÙ OTE- 
voxcptlote ... otevoxwpeiobe Sé (“Non an- 
gustiamini .. angustiamini autem" Vg; “ne 
sitis angusti ... sitis autem angusti" 1516 Lat. 
text; "non estis angusti ... sed estis angusti" 
1516 Lat. errata). At first, Erasmus interpreted 
the Greek verb as an imperative, but by the 
time he came to finalise 1516 Annot., he decided 
instead that it was a descriptive statement, on 
the grounds that a negative command would 
have required uh rather than où. He accordingly 
altered his rendering in the 1516 errata. See 
Annot. For the change from angustio to angusto, 
see on 2 Cor. 4,8. Regarding sed, see on Job. 
1,26. Manetti had Ne angustiamini ... sed angu- 
stiamini, and Lefèvre non constringimini ... sed 
constringimini. 


13 remunerationem vt a filiis exigo &vruucOÍav 
cos TéKvots Aty ("habentes remunerationem, 
tanquam filiis dico" Vg.; "remunerationem 
vt filiis polliceor" 1516-22). In Annot., lemma 
(but not in the 1527 Vulgate column), Eras- 
mus cites retributionem as the Vulgate reading, 
in place of remunerationem (cf. mercedis retribu- 
tionem in Ambrosiaster). The relationship of 
Tiv ... &vriuicOlav with the following verbs, 
A£yc and màartúvðnrs, is partly dependent on 
the punctuation. Erasmus' decision to treat 
évtipioBiav as the object of Aéyco leads him 
into a strange interpretation of that verb, in 
the sense of "promise" (1516-22) or "demand" 
(1527-35), instead of the usual "say" or "speak". 
Cf. Annot. By taking ws Tékvoig Aéyo as a 
parenthesis, the Vulgate offered a more credible 
interpretation: comparable parenthetical state- 
ments are cx; ppovipois Aéyeo (1 Cor. 10,15); 
KaTa &vOpcrrov Aéyco (Rom. 3,5; Gal. 3,15); 
Trapappovesy AaAó (2 Cor. 11,23). However, 
the Vulgate addition of habentes is questionable. 
Since the context implies that the Corinthians 
are to give rather than receive the évtipiobia 
(i.e. a recompense, or reciprocal gift), it would 
seem more appropriate for this to be accom- 
panied by a different participle, such as reddentes. 
A more neutral rendering of thy aùthv avTi- 
moðiav, suggested in Annot., was iuxta eandem 
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retributionem. Exasmus places this passage among 
the Quae Sint Addita. Lefévre began the sen- 
tence with Eadem autem repenstone (tanquam filiis 
dico), though Lefévre Comm. incorrectly replaced 
repensione with reprehensione. 


13 Dilatemini whotsvOnte (“dilatamini” Vg.). 
For Erasmus’ preference for the subjunctive, 
see on Job. 6,27. 


14. ne ducatis iugum ph yiveo8e ErepoluyoUvres 
("nolite iugum ducere" Vg.). See on Rom. 11,18 
for Erasmus’ removal of nolo. In Annot., he 
indicates that iugum duco does not fully express 
the meaning of étepoGuyéw. The version of 
Manetti had ze coniungamini, and Lefèvre Nolite 
varie copulari. 


14 incredulis &vio rois (“infidelibus” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 15,31. 


14 Quod .. consortium tis ... petoyt ("Quae 
... participatio" Vg.). Erasmus uses consortium 
once elsewhere, in rendering Koivoovia at 1 Cor. 
1,9, while using participatio for pepis at Col. 1,12 
(1519). The word consortium enjoys a better 
pedigree in classical usage. 

14 iniustitia àvopiq (“iniquitate” Vg.). This is 
an unsatisfactory change. Erasmus here produces 
an artificial pair of opposites in Latin, iustitia 
and iniustitia, as if the Greek text had &5ikíq 
(as in cod. D^") rather than &vouíq. He is 
content to use imiquitas for all other N.T. 
instances of &vouía. Manetti and Lefèvre both 
substituted iniustitiae for cum iniquitate. 


14 Aut quae tis 56. Erasmus’ rendering follows 
the Vulgate, though this reflected a different 
Greek text, Ñ tis, exhibited by P“ N BCD 
F G and some other mss. His own Greek text 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2105, 2816 and most other late mss. The 
version of Manetti had Que (= Quae) autem, and 
Lefévre et quae. 


14 communio kowcovía (“societas” Vg.). A simi- 
lar substitution occurs at Phil. 2,1; 3,10. Eras- 
mus also suggested the possible use of communio 
for koivovía at e.g. Rom. 15,26; 1 Cor. 1,9: see 
4d loc. Here he has the same rendering as 
Lefévre. 


14 cum tenebris wpós oxóros ("ad tenebras" 
Vg.). The preposition cum is more natural in 
classical usage, following either communio or 
societas. A similar substitution of cum occurs 
in the next verse. Erasmus adopts the same 
phrase as Ambrosiaster. 
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Bris 88 cuupgovnots Xpiotd rpds 
BeAiap; Ñ Tis pepis Tota petà àmi- 
otou; tis 56 ouykaráðsois vad 
Geol perà eiSwAwv; Úps yàp vads 
0co0U tote LOvTos, kaOcs eltrev ó Beds 
tı "Evoixrjow èv avtois, kai éptrepi- 
Tratnow, Kal ~oopar aUTóv Beds: koi 
attoi Écovraí por Aads. 17810 iE- 
éAOete èk pécou avTdv, Kol d&popi- 
ofnte, Agyel Kküpios Kal dKabdptou 
ut) &rrTEcÓE, Kéryoo siodeEopat Ups, 
Bal čoopar Üpiv eis matépa, xoi 
Upels ëoeoðé yor elg vious Kai Buya- 
Tépas, Aéyel KUPIOS TrAVTOKPaTUDP. 


Tautas otv ÉxyovTes Tas éTrayye- 

Alas, &yatrntoi, Kabapiowpev tav- 
Tous ard Tavrós poAvoyol ocapkós 
Kol TrveUparros, émrreAotvtes &yiwou- 
vnv èv gófko 8co0. 


16 surreprrrocrnoo B-E: evrrepirrocmooo A 
7,1 ayornnto A C-E: aya yannrto:! B 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


5 Aut quae concordia Christo cum 
Belial? Aut quae pars fideli cum infi- 
deli? Aut quid conuenit templo dei 
cum simulacris? Nam vos templum 
estis dei viuentis, quemadmodum dixit 
deus: Inhabitabo in illis, et inambu- 
labo, et ero illorum deus: et ipsi erunt 
mihi populus. "Quapropter exite de 
medio illorum, et separemini ab illis, 
dicit dominus: et immundum ne teti- 
geritis, et ego suscipiam vos, “et ero 
vobis loco patris, et vos eritis mihi vice 
filiorum ac filiarum: dicit dominus 
omnipotens. 


Has igitur promissiones quum 

habeamus charissimi, mundemus 
nos ipsos ab omni inquinamento car- 
nis ac spiritus, perficientes sanctimo- 
niam cum timore dei. 


16 estis dei B-E: dei estis A | 18 loco patris B-E: in patrem Æ | vice filiorum ac filiarum B-E: 


in filios et filias A4 


7,1 Has B-E: IllasA | ac B-E:etA | cum B-E: in 4 


15 Aut quae (1st.) tis Sé ("Quae autem" Vg). 
The Vulgate is more accurate here. See on Aut 
quae in vs. 14. Lefévre put Quis etiam. 


15 concordia ouuqovnoeis (“conuentio” Vg.). 
This change may also be compared with the 
use of concors in rendering &cUuqgcovos at Act. 
28,25. The choice of concordia was more ap- 
propriate in the present context, expressing a 
general state of harmony rather than a speci- 
fic contractual agreement. See Annot. Erasmus 
retains comuentio in rendering ouppwvéw at 
Mt. 20,2. Manetti put consonantia, and Lefévre 
consensus. 


15 Christo Xpiot& (“Christi” Vg). The Vul- 
gate may reflect the substitution of Xpiotol, 
as in $* N. B C and a few other mss. Erasmus 


follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 
1, 2105, 2816, as well as D F G and most 
other mss. The textual issue here is whether 
the use of Xpic TÓ was a scribal harmonisation 
with the series of other datives in vss. 14-16 
(BikaiocUvn, qoí, mot, vad), or whether 
XpicToU was a scribal blunder which marred 
the symmetry and consistency of the apostle's 
wording. It may also be noted that sporadic 
substitutions of the genitive are found else- 
where in this passage in $** (Sixa1oovvns), 
B (motot), and D* (pwtds). Manetti made 
the same change as Erasmus. 

15 cum pós ("ad" Vg). In Latin idiom, cum 
is the more natural preposition with either con- 
uentio or concordia. See on vs. 14. Ambrosiaster 
used consensio ... cum. 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS SECVNDA 6,15-7,1 


16 Aut quid conuenit tis 5 cuyxaráeois 
(*Qui autem consensus" Vg). In using a 
noun, the Vulgate is more literal. Manetti tried 
Quae autem compositio, and Lefèvre quae autem 
conspiratio. 

16 simulacris eibooAcov. (“idolis” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 2,22. 

16 Nam vos üueis y&p (“Vos enim" Vg.). See 
on Job. 3,34. Lefèvre put Vos autem. 


16 templum estis dei vads 0co0 torte ("estis tem- 
plum dei" Vg.; "templum dei estis" 1516). The 
Vulgate word-order corresponds with tote vads 
coU in cod. 0209. Ambrosiaster (1492) had the 
same wording as Erasmus’ 1519 edition. Lefévre 
placed estis after viui. 


16 viuentis Cévtos ("viui" Vg.). See on Act. 1,3. 


16 quemadmodum adds (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefèvre had velati. 


16 dixit elev (“dicit” Vg.). The present tense 
of the Vulgate corresponds with Aéya in codd. 
D* F G, but these mss. replace kaos eftrev 
with Aéye yóp. In Annot., lemma, Erasmus 
cites the Vulgate reading as dixit. Ambrosiaster 
and Manetti put dixit, and Lefèvre inquit. 


16 Inbabitabo rı 'Evoijoo ("Quoniam in- 
habitabo" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20. Manetti had 
quod inbabitabo. 


16 inambulabo tunepinmarhow (“inambulabo 
inter eos” late Vg., and cod. Fuldensis). The 
late Vulgate addition of izter eos lacks explicit 
support from Greek mss: see Annot., and also 
Apolog. resp. Iac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 194, 
Il. 528-534. Erasmus considered that inter eos 
was merely an amplification of the meaning of 
the Greek verb by the Vulgate translator. It 
could also have been influenced by the text 
of Lv. 26,12, which has "I will walk among 
you”. Both Manetti and Lefèvre made the same 
correction as Erasmus. 

17 Quapropter 516 ("Propter quod" Vg.). See 
on Act. 10,29. 

17 illorum aÙùt&v ("eorum" Vg.). The use of 
illorum here was not strictly necessary, but 
was consistent with z//is and illorum in vs. 16. 
Erasmus' rendering was the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster. 

17 separemini ab illis &popioOryre ("separami- 
ni" Vg.). See on lob. 6,27 for Erasmus’ use of 
the subjunctive. He adds ab illis to complete 


the sense. A similar expansion occurs at Gal. 
2,12. 
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17 suscipiam eicBéGoucn ( recipiam" Vg.). Ap- 
propriately for this context, the verb suscipio 
conveys the sense of "take into my care", and 
not merely "receive". Erasmus here has the 
same version as Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


18 loco patris cis matėpa (“in patrem" 1516 
= Vg.). The same substitution occurs at Hebr. 
1,5 (1516 only), though in 1519 at that passage 
Erasmus preferred to translate the Greek phrase 
by just pater. Cf. also his change at Act. 13,22, 
from in regem in 1516, to vt esset rex in 1519, 
rendering els BaciAéa. 


18 vic filiorum ac filiarum els vious «ol Quya- 
Tépas (“in filios et filias" 1516 = Vg.). See on 
Act. 7,21, and also the previous note. 


74 Has Toros ("Illas" 1516). In 1519, Erasmus 
restores the more literal Vulgate rendering. 


1 igitur ov ("ergo" late Vg.). See on Joh. 6,62. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 
For Lefévre’s word-order, see the following 
note. 


1 promissiones quum habeamus tyovtes Tas 
bmayysAas (“habentes promissiones" Vg.). 
For Erasmus’ avoidance of the present par- 
ticiple, see on 2 Cor. 1,7. Lefévre began the 
sentence with Cum bas igitur dilecti habeamus 
promissiones. 


1 nos ipsos &aurroUs (“nos” Vg.). Erasmus ren- 
ders the reflexive pronoun more emphatically. 
Manetti and Lefévre also made this change. 
Ambrosiaster had nosmet ipsos. 


1 ac kaí ("et^ 1516 = Vg). See on Job. 1,25. 


1 sanctimoniam  &yiocUvnv — ("sanctificatio- 
nem” Vg.). A similar substitution of sanctimo- 
nia (“holiness”) occurs in rendering &yiórns 
at Hebr. 12,10. Erasmus also puts sanctimonia 
for &yimowvn at 1 Thess. 3,13, where the 
Vulgate has sanctitas. Generally he reserves saz- 
ctificatio for &yiaopós (at nine passages), but 
inconsistently he retains sanctificatio for éy- 
cuvn at Rom. 1,4, and sanctimonia for &yiacpds 
at Hebr. 12,14. The word sanctificatio did not 
exist in classical usage. 


1 cum èv (“in” 1516 = Vg.). Possibly Erasmus 
wished to convey the sense that sanctification 
was to be accompanied by, rather than consist 
in, the fear of God. Ambiguity remained, 
however, as cum could also be understood in 
an instrumental sense, as the means by which 
sanctification was to be achieved. See further 
on Rom. 1,4. 
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2Xwphoatre ds oùðéva  fjbi- 
Kücapev, oùðéva  égOcipapev, où- 
éva étrAeovextijoauev. 3oU pòs 


Katéxkpiciv Ayw. mpod|pnka yap 
ón èv  Tais  kxapBloig — dv 
ote cigs TO — ouvamo8avé£v xal 


ouCi\. 

‘TIOAAN, por mappnoia —rpds 
Uyds, TOÀM| por kaüynois Umip 
Üuóv. memipa TÅ mapakàń- 
os, Úmepmepiocevopai TÅ yxapa 
tmi don Ti OAiyei fuv. 

5Kaoi yàp £tA0óvrov  fjuv els 
MoaxeSoviav, oó8suíav Éoynksv dve- 


civ f| càp fiv, SAA’ iv mavti 
OMipóusvoi. čEwðev payor,  Éoocv 
qpópoi. | $àAA' ó TrapaKaddy Tots 
Tatreivous, TrapeKkiAecev tas ó Beds 
iv Tfj mapoucig Titou: "oU póvov 
Se tv Ti TWapoucia aüUToU, &AAÓ 
xai iv Ti) TrapoKArjoe fj map- 
EKAIN ép úy, avayyéAAwv tiv 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


2Capaces estote nostri: neminem 
laesimus, neminem corrupimus, ne- 
minem fraudauimus. *Non hoc 
ad | condemnationem vestri dico. 
Siquidem iam ante dixi vobis, quod 
in cordibus nostris estis ad com- 
moriendum et conuiuendum. 

^Multa mihi fiducia erga vos, 
multa mihi gloriatio de vobis, im- 
pletus sum consolatione, vehementer 
exundo gaudio in omni afflictione 
nostra. 

5Etenim quum  venissemus in 
Macedoniam, nullam habuit relaxa- 
tionem caro nostra, sed in omnibus 
affligebamur. Foris pugnae, intus ter- 
rores. Verum qui consolatur hu- 
miles, consolatus est nos deus per 
aduentum Titi: "non solum autem 
per aduentum illius, verum etiam 
per consolationem quam ille accepit 
de vobis, quum annunciaret nobis 


4 upov B-E: upos A (compend.) | nuov BE: nuws A (compend) | 5 prius nuwv A B E: 


upov CD 


2 laesimus B-E: lesimus A | 6 per aduentum BE: in aduentu 4 | 7 per aduentum B-E: in 
aduentu 4 | per consolationem B-E: in consolatione A | nobis B-E: mihi A 


2 Capaces estote nostri Xcoptioocre has ("Capite 
nos" Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus indicates that his 
rendering is drawn from "Ambrose" (i.e. Ambro- 
siaster), to make clear that the sense is “make 
room to receive us" or "open your minds to 
receive what we are saying”, rather than simply 
“understand us”. A similar substitution occurs 
at Mt. 19,11. Erasmus retains capio for xcpéo 
at Mt. 19,12; Mc. 2,2; Iob. 2,6; 21,25. 


2 fraudauimus &mAeovexrfjcauev. ("circumue- 
nimus" Vg.). A similar substitution occurs at 
1 Thess. 4,6. See further on 2 Cor. 2,11 for 
Erasmus removal of circumuenio elsewhere, 
and see Annot. The version of Manetti had 
defraudauimus. 

3 Non boc où ("Non" Vg). Erasmus adds hoc 
to provide an object for dico. Lefèvre re-worded 
the sentence as Quod ad condemnationem nequa- 
quam dictum velim. 


3 condemnationem vestri katé«kpiow (“con- 
demnationem vestram" late Vg.). Erasmus avoids 
the ambiguity of the possessive pronoun. The 
earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Lefévre, more 
literally, had just condemnationem. 


3 Siquidem iam ante dixi vobis mposipnka 
yóp (“Praediximus enim" late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate use of the plural, praediximus, lacks 
Greek ms. support. For siquidem, see on Iob. 
3,34; 4,47. A similar substitution of ante dico 
for praedico occurs at Gal. 1,9 (1519); 1 Thess. 
4,6, conveying the sense of "say before" rather 
than "predict" or "preach". See further on 
Rom. 9,29 (prius dixit), and Annot. The addi- 
tions of iam and vobis, in Erasmus’ version, 
are not explicitly required by the Greek text. 
The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Ma- 
netti had Pr{a)edixi enim, and Lefèvre Nam 
praedixi. 
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3 cuvarro&aveiv. In 1516-27 Annot., Erasmus 
cited the text as &rro&aveiv, which was the read- 
ing of his cod. 2815 and a few other late mss. 


3 conuiuendum ovli\v ("ad conuiuendum" Vg.). 
In omitting the preposition, Erasmus is more 
literal. Lefévre replaced ad commoriendum et ad 
conuiuendum by vt commoriar et conuiuam. 


4 erga mpós ("est apud" Vg.). The Vulgate addi- 
tion of a verb is a legitimate clarification of the 


meaning. For erga, see on Act. 3,25. Ambrosiaster 
and Lefévre put ad. 


4 de &rmép ("pro" Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 5,12, and 
Annot. The version of Lefèvre had propter vos 
for pro vobis. 


4 impletus sum wentjpcouoa. (repletus sum” 
Vg.). See on Rom. 15,13. Lefèvre put repleor. 


4 vehementer exundo rreptrepiooevouon ("super- 
abundo” Vg.). See on Rom. 5,20 for Erasmus’ 
removal of superabundo, and see also on Rom. 
3,7; 2 Cor. 4,15, and Annot. A comparable use 
of vehementer occurs at 2 Thess. 1,3, where Eras- 
mus replaces supercrescit with vehementer augescit 
in rendering Urrepau&ávo. 


4 afflictione Ti Orie (“tribulatione” Vg.). See 
on Joh, 16,21. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had 
pressura. 


4 nostra hyd ("vestra" late Vg.). The late Vul- 
gate corresponds with Wudv, found in cod. F, 
and also in cod. 2815 and a few other late mss. 
Erasmus’ correction agreed with the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


5 Etenim quum Kai y&p ("Nam et cum” Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 12,14. Erasmus again had the 
same rendering as Ambrosiaster. Lefèvre had 
just Nam cum, and Manetti Cum enim. 


5 fuóv (1st.). The use of üpów in 1522-7, in 
conflict with the Latin rendering and the context, 
is undoubtedly a misprint. 


5 babuit relaxationem toynxev dveow ("requiem 
habuit" Vg.). See on Act. 24,23 for relaxatio. The 
Vulgate word-order is supported by cod. C and 
a few later mss., which have &veoiv Éoymkev 
(cf. &veciv. ëoyxev in P% F G). Manetti put 
intermissionem habuit, while Lefèvre changed the 
structure from active to passive, putting carni 
nostrae nulla requies data est. 


5 in omnibus affligebamur tv mavti OMPBópevor 
("omnem tribulationem passi sumus" late Vg.). 
Erasmus is more accurate here. In 1516 Annot., 
he cited the spelling as 8AiBoupevol, contrary 
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to his Basle mss. For the removal of tribulatio, 
see on Joh. 16,21; 2 Cor. 1,6. Ambrosiaster had 
in omnibus sumus afflicti, Manetti in omnibus tri- 
bulati sumus, and Lefèvre in omni re pressi sumus. 


5 terrores pópoi ("timores" Vg.). See on Rom. 
13,3. Lefévre had paxores. 


6 Verum &AN’ ("Sed" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 


6 per aduentum tv Tij Tapovoig (“in aduentu" 
1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 1,17. 


7 per aduentum tv vij rapouoiq (“in aduentu" 
1516 = Vg.). See ibid. 


7 illius 9100 (“eius” Vg.). This change marks 
a more emphatic contrast with vobis, later in 
the sentence. 


7 verum &\dAd (“sed” Vg). See on Rom. 4,2. 
Lefévre put sed et. 


7 per consolationem. tv 1% rapoxMog (“in 
consolatione" 1516 = late Vg.). See again on 
Rom. 1,17. 


7 quam ille accepit Ñ wapeKAhOn (“in qua con- 
solatus est” Vg. 1527). The addition of in by 
the 1527 Vulgate column follows the Froben 
edition of 1514. See on Act. 20,12; Rom. 1,12; 
1 Cor. 14,31, for Erasmus’ avoidance of consolor 
in a passive sense. See also Annot. The earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre 
had qua consolatus est. 


7 de vobis tq’ Upiv (“in vobis" Vg.). The Greek 
preposition is ambiguous in this context, mean- 
ing either “among” or “concerning”. However, 
Erasmus’ use of de after accepit was more likely 
to be understood as meaning "from", which 
would have been more appropriate to a differ- 
ent Greek phrase, Up’ Uydv. At the similarly- 
worded passage at 1 Thess. 3,7, Erasmus tried 
consolationem accepimus ... per vos (vrapekNnpev 
... ip" Upiv), and at 2 Cor. 7,13, consolationem 
accepimus ex... (rrapoxexArjuega Eri ...). At the 
present passage, Lefèvre put a vobis. 


7 quum annunciaret &vocyyEXNcov. "referens" 
Vg.). For quum, see on 2 Cor. 1,7. The adoption 
of annuncio is in accordance with Vulgate usage 
at most other N.T. instances of d&vayyéAAw. 
Erasmus retains refero at Act. 14,27. See also 
on Job. 4,25. Ambrosiaster and Manetti put 
annuncians. 


7 nobis hiv (“mihi” 1516). In 1519, Erasmus 
reverted to the more literal rendering used by 
the Vulgate. A comparable substitution of me 
for nobis occurs in vs. 9, again in 1516 only. 
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Thy pov ėmimóðnow, tov úuőðv 
óbupuóv, Tov Uyudv ĞňAov rip 
oŭ, dore pe u&AAov  xapfjvor. 


*óri & Kal úvmnoa Üp&s iv Ti 
ÈmTIOTOAÑ, oU peTopéAouad, el Kai 
uereueAóunv.  pAémro yap ón [|j 
&micToM, éxeivn, el Kal mpòs dpav, 
éAUTTnoey Yds. viv yaipw, ovy 
6t1 éAuTHOnte, GAA? Sri Br 
One eis perávoiav. Aumente yap 
Kata Gedv, iva èv pndevi Sn 
cfTe i£ tpdv. AH yàp Kore 
8cóv AUT, HET&voIav eis cooTnpiav 
éperapéAnrov KatepydZetar fh 5E 
ToÜ kKócuou Aum OdvaTov xartp- 
yáteroni. "Sol yàp atts ToUTo, 
TÒ  Karà  O0cóv  Aumm8fvor — Ops, 
Tréonv karepyácaro wpiv omouðńv, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


vestrum desiderium, vestrum fletum, 
vestrum pro me studium, adeo vt 
magis gauisus fuerim. *Nam etiam si 
contristaui vos per epistolam, non me 
poenitet, etiam si poenituisset. Video 
namque quod epistola illa, tametsi ad 
tempus contristauit vos. ?Nunc gau- 
deo, non quod contristati fueritis, sed 
quod contristati sitis ad poenitentiam. 
Nam contristati estis secundum deum, 
sic vt nulla in re detrimento sitis 
affecti per nos. ‘Nam qui secun- 
dum deum est dolor, is poenitentiam 
ad salutem haud poenitendam parit: 
contra mundi dolor mortem adfert. 
"Ecce enim istuc ipsum, quod secun- 
dum deum contristati fuistis, quan- 
tam in vobis genuit solicitudinem, 


9 nuov B-E: vuov A | 10 prius karspyatevoa A C-E: karepyatere B 


7 desiderium C-E: desyderium 4 B | pro B-E: erga A | 8 per epistolam B-E: in epistola 4 | 


me B-E: om. A | 


etiam si poenituisset E: quamuis poenitebat A, quamuis poenituisset B, 


tametsi poenituerat CD | 9 nos B-E:meA | 10 is B-E: om. A | ad B-E:inA | 11 solici 


tudinem D E: sollicitudinem A-C 


7 vestrum pro me studium tov Upówv CfjAov 
Urip éuot ("vestram aemulationem pro me" 
Vg; "vestrum erga me studium" 1516) By 
changing the Latin word-order, Erasmus is less 
literal but avoids the possibility of Urrtp uot 
being understood to apply to émmd@now and 
ddupudv as well as to CfjAov. See on Rom. 10,2 
for studium. For erga, used in 1516, see on Act. 
3,25. Lefévre put vestrum zelum pro me. 


7 adeo vt dote (“ita vt” Vg.). See on Rom. 7,6. 
Lefévre made the same change. 

7 gauisus fuerim yapñvaı ("'gauderem" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 4,2 for Erasmus' preference for fui in 
representing the Greek aorist. The rendering of 
Lefèvre was gaudeam. 

8 Nam &n ("Quoniam" Vg). See on Act. 
11,24. Manetti put quod. 

8 etiam si (1st.) ei Koi ("etsi" Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 8,5. Manetti had si. 

8 per epistolam èv tij Emo roii (“in epistola" 
1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 


8 me poenitet petapédAouai (“poenitet” 1516 
Lat). The 1516 omission of a pronoun may 
have been inadvertent. Codd. 2815 and 2816 
had the incorrect spelling, yetopéAAouan. Lefèvre 
put ducor poenitudine. 


8 etiam si poenituisset ei Kal petreveAouny (“etsi 
poeniteret” Vg.; “quamuis poenitebat” 1516; 
“quamuis poenituisset” 1519; “tametsi poeni- 
tuerat” 1522-27). Cod. 2815 had a further mis- 
spelling of the verb, as perepeAAdunv, for 
which cod. 1 put épyereueAóunv. By the time 
Erasmus came to prepare 1527 Annot., he made 
the questionable decision that Paul's reference 
to "repenting" was only hypothetical, and this 
changed view was reflected in the 1535 rendering. 
For etiam si, see on 1 Cor. 8,5, and for quamuis, 
see on 2 Cor. 4,16. The word tametst, used here 
in 1522-7 for ci kaí, was also used in 1516 to 
replace etsi in rendering the same Greek expres- 
sion later in this verse, as well as in vs. 12, in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at 2 Cor. 12,11; 
Hebr. 6,9. Erasmus made further use of tametsi 
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to translate kaitrep, replacing et quidem at Hebr. 
5,8; 2 Petr. 1,12, and replacing quamquam at 
Hebr. 12,17. Manetti had etsi penitet, and Lefèvre 
etsi me poenituit. 


8 Video namque Batna yap (“videns” Vg.). 
The Vulgate may reflect a text having Aéro, 
and omitting yóp, as in $**. C£. Annot. The 
versions of Ambrosiaster and Manetti had just 


video, and Lefévre Nam video. 


8 tametsi el xai (“etsi” Vg.). See above (on ei 
Kai petepeAduny). Lefèvre put si et. 


8 tempus dpav (“horam” Vg.). See on Job. 
5,35. 


8 contristauit vos tAUTIHGEV Gas (“vos contris- 
tauit” Vg.). The Vulgate word-order corresponds 
with Gpas &AUrrnoev in codd. (F) G. The ver- 
sion of Ambrosiaster also had contristautt vos, 
but placed this before ad horam. Manetti put 
vos contristaui, and Lefèvre vos affecit tristitia. 


9 quod contristati fueritis .. quod contristati sitis 
&mi EAUTIAONte ... STi EAUTIHONTE (“quia con- 
tristati estis ... quia contristati estis" Vg.). See 
on Job. 1,20. Erasmus’ variation between fueritis 
and sitis appears to be mainly for stylistic reas- 
ons here. Manetti put quod contristati estis (twice), 
and Lefèvre quod tristitia affecti fuistis (twice). 
9 Nam contristati estis EuTHOnte yep ("Con- 
tristati enim estis" Vg). See on Job. 3,34 for 
nam. Lefèvre put tristitiam enim habuistis. 


9 sic vt iva (“vt” Vg.). Erasmus takes iva as the 
equivalent of dote here: see Annot. 


9 nulla in re iv pnõevi (“in nullo" Vg.). A simi- 
lar substitution occurs at Mc. 9,29; Phil. 1,20. 
See also on 1 Cor. 4,4, and Annot. The version 
of Lefèvre had nichil. 


9 detrimento sitis affecti Gro yre ("detrimen- 
tum patiamini" Vg.). For Erasmus' removal of 
detrimentum patior and detrimentum facio at several 
other passages, see on 1 Cor. 3,15. For this idio- 
matic use of afficio, see on Iob. 8,49. Lefèvre put 
detrimenti passi sitis. 


9 per nos & Adv ("ex nobis" Vg; "per me” 
1516). Erasmus produces a clearer sense. He 
rarely uses per for èx, though another exception 
can be seen at 1 Job. 4,6 (1519), where he has 
per boc for & ToUTov, The substitution of sin- 
gular for plural (in 1516 only) is comparable 
with the change from zobis to mibi in vs. 7. The 
use of ópóv in 1516 was merely a misprint. 
Lefèvre put a nobis. Both mss. of Manetti's 
version had ex vobis. 
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10 Nam qui... est dolor ... dolor y yàp ... Aim 
... Aum ("Quae enim ... tristitia est ... tristitia" 
Vg.). See on Job. 3,34 for nam, and on Iob. 16,16 
for dolor. Lefèvre had Nam tristitia ... tristitia, 
omitting quae and est. 


10 és (omitted in 1516 = Vg). Erasmus adds a 
pronoun, to complete the construction initiated 
by the preceding relative clause. 


10 ad els (“in” 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 5,16. 
Erasmus’ substitution of ad is consistent with 
Vulgate usage in vs.9, and agreed with the 
version of Ambrosiaster. 


10 kaud poenitendam &petapérntoy (“stabilem” 
Vg.) Erasmus is more accurate here. Cf. the 
Vulgate use of sine poenitentia for this Greek 
expression at Rom. 11,29. However, Erasmus’ 
use of poenitentiam ... poenitendam for uerávoixv 
... QpeTapeAntov implies a closer etymological 
link between the two Greek words than is 
actually the case. See Annot. For baud, see on 
Act. 24,18. Valla Annot. proposed impoenitibilem, 
and Lefévre quae nullam babet poenitentiam. 


10 parit... adfert «ccvepy deta ... karrepy cero 
(operatur ... operatur" Vg.). Erasmus' preference 
for stylistic variety here, and also in the substi- 
tution of genuit for operatur in vs. 11, produces 
an inconsistency of rendering, of the same kind 
that he frequently censures in the Vulgate. See 
on Rom. 1,27 for the removal of operor. 


10 contra mundi Bt tot kóoyou ("saeculi au- 
tem" Vg.). See on Job. 16,20 for contra. A simi- 
lar substitution of mundus for saeculum occurs 
at lac. 1,27; 4,4 (both in 1519), consistent with 
the usual Vulgate practice elsewhere. Erasmus 
reserves seculum or saeculum for odcov: see Annot. 
Both Manetti and Lefévre had mundi autem. 


11 istuc ipsum aÙTÒ ToUTo (“hoc ipsum" Vg.). 
Erasmus uses istuc only once elsewhere, at Lc. 
1,18 (1519). Cf. also istbinc, used at Lc. 16,26 
(1522-7 errata, and 1535); isthic at Ap. Iob. 2,14 
(1535); and istac at Rom. 15,24. Lefèvre put haec 
ipsa. 


11 quod ... contristati fuistis TO ... Auvrmefivon 
Uyp&s (^... contristari vos" Vg.). By using quod 
and the indicative, Erasmus finds a more idi- 
omatic way of connecting this indirect state- 
ment with the preceding words. See Annot. The 
version of Manetti had ... vos contristari, and 
Lefèvre ... tristitia vestra. 


11 genuit xcreipy&oarro ( operatur" Vg.). Eras- 
mus renders the aorist tense more accurately. 
In vs. 10, inconsistently, he used pario and 
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&AA&  &roAoyilav, 
ow, GAAG gdfov, AAG èmimóðn- 
civ, à&XA& CijAov, GAA’ éxSixnot. 
év mavti cuveoTfjcare éavToUg åy- 


&AAà& cyavextn- 


vous eivai êv ta Tpáyuoarni. apa 
ei Kai typaya  ÜOyiv, où% eive- 
Kev ToU &&ikt\oavtos, ovdé civexev 


ToU &&ixnGévtos, GAA’ eivekev Tot 
ea|vepo9fjvoi thy otrovShv pov 
Thy úmèėp fjuóv pds Ús vom- 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


imo satisfactionem, imo indignatio- 
nem, imo timorem, imo desiderium, 
imo aemulationem, imo vindictam. 
Siquidem vbique commendastis vos 
ipsos, quod puri sitis in eo negocio. 
2 Proinde tametsi scripsi vobis, non 
id feci eius causa qui laeserat, nec 
eius | causa qui laesus fuerat, sed 
ob id vt palam fieret studium ve- 
strum pro nobis apud vos in con- 


ov ToU 8:00. PS toUTo mapa- spectu dei. "Idcirco consolationem 
KeKAfjus0a Emi Ti TapokAüce Opóv: accepimus ex consolatione vestri: 
12 a A-CE:1D 

11 desiderium A C-E: desyderium B | imo aemulationem E: om. A-D | 12 laeserat B-E: 


leserat A | laesus B-E:lesus/4 | pro B-E:deA | 13 Idcirco B-E: Propter hoc A 


adfero to render the same Greek verb. See 
further on Rom. 1,27. Lefèvre had operata est, 
positioned before in vobis. 


11 imo (Ist. to 4th.) &AA& (“sed” Vg.). For imo, 
see on Act. 19,2, and Annot. Codd. 2105 and 
2817 had &AX' for &AA& (4th.), with support 
from codd. F°™ G and some other mss. The 
translation of Lefévre followed the Vulgate, ex- 
cept that the first instance of sed became sed et. 


11 satisfactionem &roAoylav (“defensionem” 
Vg.). In rendering &roAoyía elsewhere, Eras- 
mus retains defensio at several passages: see on 
1 Cor. 9,3. In Annot., he alternatively proposes 
excusationem, which he cites from "Ambrose" 
(i.e. Ambrosiaster), and purgationem, which he 
tacitly borrows from Lefévre. 


11 imo aemulationem &AA& Ci\Aov ("sed aemula- 
tionem" Vg.; omitted in 1516-27 Lat.). For mo, 
see above. The omission of this phrase in the 
1516-27 Latin rendering was probably caused 
by a typesetting error, as it led to a conflict with 
the accompanying Greek text and Annot. The 
version of Lefévre put sed zelum. 


11 imo (6th.) àÀX' ("sed" Vg). For imo, see 
above. Erasmus’ use of &AA' instead of &AA& 
was supported by codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with cod. 2105, and also C D% and many later 
mss. In codd. 1, 2816 and many other mss., 
commencing with N B D*, it is &AAd, and this 
was the spelling cited in 1522-35 Annot. The 
phrase &AAG éxSixnotv was accidentally omitted 
by 1516-19 Annot. 


11 Siquidem vbique tv mavti (“In omnibus" 
Vg.). Erasmus’ addition of siquidem is not justi- 
fied by the Greek text. A similar substitution 
of vbique occurs at 2 Cor. 8,7 (1519); 11,6, in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at Phil. 4,12. See 
Annot. The version of Lefèvre had in omni re. 


11 commendastis ouveotjoare (“exhibuistis” 
Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 6,4, and Annot. The render- 
ing of Lefévre was constituistis. 


11 vos ipsos Exutous ( vos" Vg.). Erasmus once 
again prefers a more emphatic rendering of the 
reflexive pronoun. Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same change. 

11 quod puri sitis &yvous elvai (incontamina- 
tos esse" Vg.). As elsewhere, Erasmus avoids the 
infinitive. For his use of purus, see on 2 Cor. 
6,6 (puritate) He retains incontaminatus at 
1 Petr. 1,19, and substitutes incontaminatus for 
inuiolatus at 2 Petr. 3,14, in rendering &omAos 
and &póunros. He further uses incontaminatus 
to replace immaculatus in rendering &uouos at 
Iud. 24. Manetti (Pal Lat. 45) had esse incon- 
taminatos (copied incorrectly as esse contaminatos 
in Urb, Lat, 6). Lefèvre had vt puri essetis. 

11 in eo negocio tv TG pé&yyuorm (“negocio” 
Vg.). The Vulgate reflects the omission of £v, 
as in codd. X B C D* F G and a few later mss., 
with cod. 2815 among them. Erasmus follows 
cod. 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, as well 
as D*" and most later mss. Cf. iv à ... 
Trp&yuarri at Rom. 16,2, and èv T Trp&yuami 
at 1 Thess. 4,6. Erasmus further added eo, to 


LB 776 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS SECVNDA  7,1-13 


express more fully the sense of 16, which 
referred back to the subject matter of Paul's 
earlier epistle. Manetti and Lefévre both put iz 
negocio. 

12 Proinde &pa (“Igitur” Vg.). See on Ac. 
11,17. At other passages, proinde usually repre- 
sents dote or dpa ovv. 


12 tametsi ci xal ("etsi" Vg.). See on vs. 8. 
12 non id feci oby ("non" Vg.). Erasmus adds 


id feci to complete the sense: see Annot. The 
version of Lefévre substituted son scripsi vobis 
for scripsi vobis, non. 

12 eius causa qui (twice) civexev Tot ("propter 
eum qui” Vg.). See on Rom. 14,20. Lefèvre put 
eius gratia qui... gratia eius qui. 

12 laeserat... laesus fuerat &SikhoavTos ... &61Kn- 
évros ("fecit iniuriam ... passus est" Vg.). Eras- 
mus' rendering preserves the symmetry of the 
Greek wording, using both active and passive 
of the same verb: see Annot. The version of 
Lefèvre was affecit iniuria ... iniuria affectus est. 


12 ob id vt palam fieret civexev toU qavepoxXOrivat 
(“ad manifestandam" Vg.) Erasmus uses the 
idiomatic construction ob id vt for Sià ToUTo 
... Smas at Hebr. 9,15, and also ob id ne for 
Tpós TÒ uh at 1 Thess. 2,9. His use of palam 
fio better expresses the passive of pavepdo: 
see on Rom. 1,18, and Annot. The version of 
Lefévre had gratia manifestationis. 


12 studium vestrum rijv oTouBhy óuóv (“solli- 
citudinem nostram" Vg). See on Rom. 12,8 for 
studium. The Vulgate corresponds with the sub- 
stitution of Wav for üpów in codd. D" G 
and a few later Greek mss., including cod. 2105. 
Cf. Annot. In Lefévre's version, this was rendered 
diligentiae vestrae. 


12 pro nobis tiv Umip dv ("quam habemus 
pro vobis" late Vg.; "de nobis" 1516). The Vul- 
gate rendering takes more account of the Greek 
article. However, the Vulgate also reflects the 
substitution of óu&v for fjuów, with support 
from codd. X D* F and a few other mss., again 
including cod. 2105. C£. Annot. Another passage 
where Erasmus prefers to use pro after studium 
is at Col. 4,13. The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster 
and Manetti put quam pro vobis habemus, while 
Lefévre had quae pro nobis est. 


12 apud vos mpós UYas (omitted in late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate omission is 
virtually unsupported among Greek mss. See 
Annot. The version of Lefévre made the same 
correction as Erasmus. 
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12 in conspectu dei &vóriov roO Geo ("coram 
deo" Vg.). See on Act. 3,13, and cf. Annot. The 
same change was again made by Lefévre. 


13 Idcirco Sià ToŬTo ("Ideo quoque" Vg. 1527; 
"Propter hoc" 1516). The addition of quoque in 
the 1527 Vulgate column, following the Froben 
Vulgate of 1514, lacks support from Greek mss. 
See on Joh. 9,41. In Annot., Erasmus represents 
Ideoque as being the reading of Ambrosiaster 
and the Vulgate. However, the earlier Vulgate 
had just /deo, as used by Manetti, while Ambro- 
siaster had /deo et. Lefévre put ob quam rem. 


13 consolationem accepimus Tmapakekńpeða 
("consolati sumus" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 14,31. 


13 ex consolatione vestri &ri ij TrapaKAtioet 
ouó (“in consolatione autem nostra" Vg.). See 
on vs. 7 for Erasmus' alternative use of de or 
per in rendering &rí after rrapakaAéopos, The 
Vulgate, which makes these words start a new 
sentence, reflects the substitution of mì Bé ti 
TapoxArjce fiu, as in codd. X B C D G 
and some other mss, along with cod. 2105. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported 
by cod. 1 and most other late mss. In cod. 2816, 
it is iy TH rrapoxA ice Updov, and in P“ &rrl 
T mapoxArse dv. See Annot. The text 
adopted by Erasmus is richer in meaning and 
more consistent with the typically Pauline usage 
of contrasting pairs of phrases (rrapoxekArjue- 
9a Eri TH TapaKAroe ... Ex&pnpev Eri TH 
xap&). The words trapaxArjoet vpæõv could be 
understood in the sense of "the comfort which 
you gave", i.e. the comfort or encouragement 
which the spiritual attitude of the Corinthian 
believers gave to Titus (and to Paul, through 
Titus), as indicated by trapaxAroe 7 rrape- 
KA?\0n in vs. 7. A comparable sentence struc- 
ture, though without the use of cognate nouns 
and verbs, is found in vs. 4 (rremArpoouon fj 
TrapoKAroel, UTreptrepicoevopat Tfj Kapa). If 
the Greek text underlying the Vulgate were 
correct, the implication would be that later 
scribes accidentally or deliberately altered the 
wording in such a way as to arrive at a more 
“elegant” balance of clauses. If Guddv was genu- 
ine, however, an early scribe (e.g. as in P**) 
could easily have changed this by accident into 
fin&v, whereupon it is understandable that a 
few subsequent copyists would have objected to 
the repetitiveness of “we were comforted by our 
comfort" and might have attempted to remove 
this problem by transposing 5é, so as to attach 
bmi... TrapaxAtice: to the following clause. 
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TepiccoTépos Se g&AAov éydpnuev 
Emi Tij xap& Tírou, öt dvarrétrau- 
Toi TO TveUpa aUToU å&mò TávTow 
tydav “Sn & m atta Umip Ouóv 
KekaUxnuoi, oU karngoyuvOnv, GAA’ 
os Távra v ànci AaAhoapev 
Upiv, oUTcs Kai f| kauymnois find f, 
él Titou, GAGeix éyevtOn. "kai 
Ta cTÀ&yyva aUToÜU trepiccoTtépws 
tig Ús éoTiv, é&vapupvnokouévou TAV 
Tavrov  Ópóv ÚTmTakońv, as ueri 
póßou Kai Tpóuou e&éEacbe attdv. 
’yaipw ot: iv mavti Oappó èv 
Üyiv. 


[vopiZousv 88 Univ, &8eAgoi, Thv 
xapiv ToU 9coU thy SeSopevnv èv 
Toig éxxAnatais Tfjg MoxeSovias, 72671 
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quin vberius insuper gauisi fuimus ob 
gaudium Titi, quod refocillatus sit spi- 
ritus illius ab omnibus vobis, “quod 
si quid apud illum de vobis gloriatus 
sum, non fuerim pudefactus, sed vt 
omnia cum veritate loquuti sumus 
vobis, ita et gloriatio nostra qua vsus 
eram apud Titum, veritas facta est. 
5Et viscera ilius maiorem in mo- 
dum erga vos affecta sunt, dum recolit 
omnium vestrum obedientiam, quem- 
admodum cum timore ac tremore ex- 
ceperitis ipsum. Gaudeo quod in 
omnibus confidam vobis. 


Certiores autem vos facio fra- 
tres, de gratia dei quae data fuit 
in ecclesiis Macedoniae, ?quoniam 


14 ov BE: ouk A | eyevnOn restitui: eyevvnOn A-E 


14 cum B-E:inA | 15 ac B-E:et.4 | ipsum B-E:seA | 16 confidam B-E: fidimus A 


The version of Lefévre, retaining the Vulgate 
punctuation, put e£ in consolatione vestra, while 
Manetti attached im consolatione vestra to the 
previous sentence. 


13 quin vberius insuper vrepioooTépoos 86 nGAAov 
("abundantius magis" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects 
the omission of t at this point, supported by 
the same mss. as in the previous variant, to- 
gether with 386 F; see above. Erasmus’ substitu- 
tion of insuper for magis avoided the combination 
of two comparative adverbs: see Annot., where 
he also recommends potius. The substitution of 
uberius for abundantius, in rendering rrepicooTt- 
pos, occurs elsewhere at Phil. 1,14, and Erasmus 
further uses vberius for the same Greek word 
at 2 Cor. 12,15. In vs. 15 of the present chapter, 
he replaces abundantius by maiorem in modum. 
For other instances of the removal of abundan- 
tius, see on 1 Cor. 15,10. For quin, see on Job. 
8,17. Manetti put Abundantius autem, and Lefèvre 
Comm. had multo abundantius. 


13 ob gaudium &ri ij xapğ ("super gaudio" 
late Vg.). For ob, see on Job. 10,33. Manetti put 
in gaudio, and Lefèvre (without any justification 
from Greek mss.) quam in gaudio. 


13 quod refocillatus sit 511 &vamrémraw ron (“quia 
refectus est" Vg.). For quod .. sit, see on Iob. 
1,20; Rom. 5,5, and for refocillo, see on Act. 
20,12, and Annot. Erasmus partly follows Lefèvre, 
who put 4uod refocillatus est. 

13 illius atrvot (“eius” Vg.). A similar substitu- 
tion, with reference to Titus, occurs in vs. 15, 
consistent with the Vulgate use of ium in 
vs. 14. In each case, this tends to emphasise the 
contrast bewteen Titus and the Corinthians: 
illius ... vobis (vs. 13), illum ... vobis (vs. 14), and 
illius ... vos (vs. 15). Manetti had suus ... ipsi ... 
eius in these verses, and Lefèvre eius ... cum ... 
eius. 

14 quod S11 (“et” Vg.). The Vulgate rendering 
lacks Greek ms. support. Manetti made the 
same change as Erasmus, while Lefévre put 
quia. 

14 fuerim pudefactus «arroxuvenv (“non sum 
confusus" Vg.). See on Rom. 5,5, and Annot., 
for pudefacio. The use of the perfect subjunctive 
follows on from the previous substitution of 
quod. 


14 vt ws (“sicut” Vg). See on Rom. 1,21. The 
same change was made by Lefévre. 
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14 cum (in: 1516) veritate loquuti sumus vobis tv 
&Xnfela. éAcAtjoapev wuy ("vobis in veritate 
locuti sumus" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order re- 
flects the transposition of Upiv before £v, as in 
codd. C D and a few later mss. For cum, see 
on Rom. 1,4. Lefévre had the same wording as 
Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


14 qua vsus eram % (“quae fuit" Vg.). Erasmus, 
by using the first person and the pluperfect 
tense, achieves a more natural turn of phrase. 
Manetti replaced nostra quae fuit with vestra, 
apparently reflecting a Greek text which sub- 
stituted Uc for fjucv, as in codd. B F. 


14 apud Titum Emi Tirou (“ad Titum" Vg.). 
The Vulgate seems to follow a Greek text sub- 
stituting Trpós Titov, as in codd. D F G and 
a few other mss. The versions of Ambrosiaster 
and Lefévre had the same wording as Erasmus. 


14 facta est tyevi{On. All Erasmus’ editions, 
1516-35, contained the incorrect spelling £yev- 
výðn, from yevváw rather than yívopot, con- 
trary to his Latin rendering, the surrounding 
context, and the evidence of nearly all mss., 
including those which he usually consulted. 
See on 1 Cor. 1,30, however, for an instance of 
éyevvi6n which was derived from mss. 


15 illius oy ToO (“eius” Vg.). See on vs. 13. Eras- 
mus’ wording is the same as that of Lefévre. 


15 maiorem in modum mepiccorépos (“abun- 
dantius" Vg). See on vs. 13 for Erasmus’ removal 
of abundantius, and on Rom. 7,13 for maiorem 
in modum. 


15 erga vos els óp&s (“in vobis" late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss., together with Vg"*; "in vos" 
some Vg. mss., with Vg*). Erasmus remedies the 
inaccuracy of the late Vulgate rendering: see 
Annot. For erga, see on Act. 3,25. Lefévre put 
ad vos. 


15 affecta sunt totw (“sunt” Vg.). Whereas the 
Vulgate is more literal, Erasmus finds a more 
meaningful expression, suited to the subject, 
TÒ omàdyyva. Lefèvre had feruntur. 


15 dum recolit &vapiuvroxou£vou (“reminiscen- 
tis” Vg.). For Erasmus’ use of dum to avoid the 
participle, see on Rom. 1,20. He uses recolo at 
one other passage, 1 Thess. 1,3 (1516-19 only), 
to replace memor in rendering uvnuovetoo. In 
Annot., he also suggested recordantis, commemo- 
rantis, or in memoriam reuocantis. Lefévre tried 
quippe qui reminiscitur. Both mss. of Manetti's 
version had reminiscentes. 
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15 quemadmodum ... exceperitis cog ... E&Eaobe 
("quomodo ... excepistis” Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,13. One ms. of Manetti’s version (Pal. Lat. 
45) had quemadmodum ... suscepistis, and the 
other (Urb. Lat. 6) quemadmodum ... suscipitis. 
Lefèvre put quo pacto ... excepistis. 


15 ac kaí ("et" 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


15 ipsum atrtév (“illum” late Vg.; "se" 1516). 
Erasmus uses the reflexive pronoun to refer 
back to the subject of recolit, i.e. Titus. This 
change was anticipated by Manetti. Lefèvre put 


eum, as in the earlier Vulgate. 


16 confidam Sapp tv ("confido in" Vg.; “fidi- 
mus" 1516 Lat.). Erasmus' use of the subjunctive 
seems to indicate that he considered this to be 
an indirect statement, serving as the object of 
gaudeo, rather than as a statement of cause. The 
omission of a preposition after confido is more 
in accordance with classical Latin usage, though 
Erasmus uses confido in at Mt. 27,43; Mc. 9,42 
(1519); Lc. 11,22; 18,9; 2 Cor. 1,9; Phil. 2,24; 
3,3, 4. At the present passage, he perhaps also 
wished to avoid the appearance of repetition, 
in view of the immediately preceding phrase, 
in omnibus. In Annot., Erasmus’ primary citation 
of the Greek text has the plural, Sappdpev 
(omitting èv), though his codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 
2817 and most other mss. have 0appós év (in 
cod. 2816, it is just 6appa). The version of 
Lefèvre put confidere possim in. 


8,1 Certiores ... vos facio TvwpiZouev ... Oyiv 
("Notam .. facimus vobis" Vg). A similar 
substitution occurs at Col. 4,7 (1519). Erasmus 
also replaces notum facio by certiorem reddo at 
Eph. 6,21; Col. 47 (1516 only); by patefacio at 
Eph. 1,9; and by expono at Col. 4,9. More often 
he retains notum facio. See further on Rom. 9,23. 
In using the first person singular, facio, Erasmus 
may have been influenced by cod. 2815, which 
has yvæpíčw, as in 1, 2816 and many other 
late mss. 


1 de gratia viv xápıv ("gratiam" Vg.). The use 
of de was dictated by Erasmus' previous change 
to certiores ... facio. 


1 quae data fuit tiv Sedopévny ("quae data est” 
Vg.). For Erasmus’ use of fuit, see on Rom. 4,2. 
Lefévre had quae donata est. 


2 quoniam &i (“et quod" late Vg.). As pointed 
out in Annot., the late Vulgate addition of er 
lacks Greek ms. support. For quoniam, cf. on 
Rom. 8,21. The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster 
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év TOAAT) Sokiu 9Afpscs f| Trepic- 
cela Tfj; yapas avTdv, Kal Å korà 
Bá6ous trrwxela aùtõv éttepioceucev 
el; tov TrAOUTOV Tis &TrAdTHTOS aù- 
TOv. ÖT xarà SUvapiv, paprupó, 
Kai úmèp SUvapiv atOaipetor, “petà 
TTOAATS TrapokArjoecos Sedpevor fjuóv, 
Tijv xápiv kal Tijv koivwviav tis Šia- 
Kovias tis sis Tous cyious Sé§aoða 
Tuas. FKod oU kaðas hAtricauev, &AX 
éauTous Ébckav Tpdtov TĚ Kupico, 
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per multam probationem afflictionis 
exuberauit gaudium illorum, et pro- 
funda paupertas illorum exundauit in 
diuitias simplicitatis ipsorum. *Nam 
pro viribus testor, etiam supra vires 
prompti fuerunt, *multa cum obte- 
statione rogantes nos, vt beneficium 
et societatem ministerii susciperemus 
in sanctos: 5ac non quatenus spera- 
bamus, quin etiam semet ipsos de- 
diderunt primum domino, deinde et 


Koi tiv Sià SeAtypatos Geo, Seis TO nobis per voluntatem dei, fin hoc vt 
8,2 per multam probationem B-E: in multa probatione 4 | 3 testor B-E: illis per- 


hibeo testimonium 4 | 5 quatenus A-D: quatemus E | dediderunt B-E: tradiderunt 4 | 


domino B-E: deo A 


and Manetti put quod, and Lefévre quia, all 
omitting et. 

2 per multam probationem tv morri Boxaui) 
(“in multo experimento" Vg.; “in multa proba- 
tione" 1516). For per, see on Rom. 1,17, and for 
probatio, see on 2 Cor. 2,9. The wording of the 
1516 edition is that of Ambrosiaster, as men- 
tioned in Annot., and it is also the same as the 
version of Lefévre. 

2 afflictionis @Myews ("tribulationis" Vg.). See 
on Joh. 16,21. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had 
pressurae. 


2 exuberauit gaudium illorum ... illorum ... ipsorum 
fj Trepiocela Tis xapás auTOv ... QU TOV ... 
aùrtæv (“abundantia gaudii ipsorum fuit ... 
eorum ... eorum" late Vg.). Erasmus' use of ex- 
ubero, like the late Vulgate addition of fuit, was 
partly designed to avoid the repetitious sound 
of "abundance ... has abounded”. His conversion 
of gaudii into the subject, gaudium, was influ- 
enced by Ambrosiaster, who offered abundat 
gaudium: see Annot. For Erasmus' avoidance of 
abundo, see also on Rom. 3,7. In the Greek text, 
the repeated pronoun, ovrédv, could be under- 
stood to refer to the “churches of Macedonia”, 
mentioned in the previous verse. Although 
Erasmus alters the sequence of pronouns, he 
follows the Vulgate in using the masculine gen- 
der, referring by implication to the Macedonian 
Christians rather than to their ecdesiae, as the 
latter would have required the pronouns to 
be feminine. In cod. 2815, the final ajTÓv is 


replaced by aùrtoŭ, apparently without other 
ms. support. Lefévre put superabundantia gaudii 
eorum ... eorum ... eorum, omitting fuit. Manetti 
followed the Vulgate, except that he changed 
the final eorum to ipsorum. 


2 profunda ù xat& págous (“altissima” Vg.). 
Erasmus prefers profundus, as expressing depth 
rather than height: see on Job, 4,11, and Annot., 
where he again attributes his changed rendering 
to "Ambrose" (i.e. Ambrosiaster). Apart from 
this, the Vulgate use of a superlative was less 
accurate. Similar objections to the Vulgate 
wording were raised by Valla Annot. Both Ma- 
netti and Lefévre made the same substitution 
as Erasmus. 


2 exundauit tmepiooevoev (“abundauit” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 3,7; 2 Cor. 4,15. Lefèvre put super- 
abundauit. 


3 Nam 6n (“Quia” Vg). See on Act. 11,24; 
Rom. 5,5. Manetti had quoniam. 


3 pro viribus ... supra vires Kote BUvauiv ... 
Utrép SUvaniv ("secundum virtutem ... supra 
virtutem" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 14,11, and Annot. 
This change was also proposed by Valla Annot. 
The version of Ambrosiaster was pro viribus ... 
vltra vires, and Lefèvre secundum vires ... supra 
vires. 


3 testor uaprupéo ("testimonium illis reddo" 
Vg. "illis perhibeo testimonium" 1516). The 
1535 Latin rendering, by removing the comma 
before testor, makes it appear that this verb is 
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closely connected with the preceding pro viribus, 
whereas in the 1519-27 editions, testor is clearly 
in parenthesis. The 1535 Greek text, by contrast, 
retains the comma before uaprupó. Cf. Annot. 
For Erasmus’ substitution of testor, see on Job. 
1,7. The Vulgate pronoun, éllis, lacks support 
from Greek mss. The version of Manetti put 
testificor, and Lefèvre testor. 


3 etiam Kai ("et^ Vg.). See on Job. 6,36. The 
same change was made by Lefévre. Manetti had 
vt ... fuerint in place of et ... fuerunt. 


3 prompti ox)&aípero: (“voluntarii” Vg.). Eras- 
mus may have detected an incongruity in using 
voluntarius ("of one's own accord") with ref- 
erence to an action that was beyond a person's 
ability (1rap& Bóvoquv). Elsewhere he follows 
the Vulgate in using promptus to render pó- 
Oupos at Mt. 26,41; Mc. 14,38, and also in 
rendering | Trpo8uuía ToU 66e in vs. 11, 
below. In translating av@aipetos in vs. 17, he 
replaces sua voluntate with suapte sponte. Here in 
vs. 3, sua sponte was suggested by Valla Annot. 
Among other alternatives proposed by Valla 
was spontanei, which was adopted by Lefévre 
and mentioned by Erasmus in Annot. 


4 multa cum pete TOAAAs (“cum multa" Vg.). 
This positioning of cum after the adjective to 
which it relates is a fairly common idiom in 
classical Latin, but occurs only here in Eras- 
mus’ N.T. translation. Cf. Arnot. It is possible 
that this elegant phrase was prompted by the 
version of Lefévre, whose wording was identical 
at this point. 


4 obtestatione TapaKArcews (“exhortatione” 
Vg.). Erasmus does not elsewhere use obtesta- 
tio in the N.T. At several other passages, he 
retains exhortatio for this Greek word. Cf. Annot. 
The rendering of Lefèvre was obsecratione. 


4 rogantes Bedpevor (“obsecrantes” Vg.). See 
on 2 Cor. 5,20, and Annot. Erasmus again has 
the same rendering as Lefévre. Manetti put 
deprecantes. 


4 ut... susciperemus in sanctos ijs el; TOUS &yi- 
ous 8é&£ac9o1 Aas (^... quod fit in sanctos" 
Vg.) Erasmus’ addition of Sé€ac@a1 fiu&s is 
derived from cod. 2817, supported by some 
other late mss. The Vulgate reflects a more 
widespread tradition among the Greek mss., 
omitting these two words. See Annot., where 
Erasmus alternatively proposes vt .. quod est 
in sanctos susciperemus. In 1519 Annot., he fur- 
ther draws attention to the spurious reading of 
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cod. 3, which adds év TroAAcis T&v avtiypdqeov 
ottas e¥pnta after fju&s. Manetti had v; ... 
quod fit in sanctos susciperemus, and Lefèvre vt ... 
in sanctos fieret. 

4 beneficium viv ydpw ("gratiam" Vg.). See on 
2 Cor. 4,15. Lefévre used the nominative, gratia. 

4 societatem Ti Kowoviav ("'communicatio- 
nem" Vg.). See on Rom. 15,26; 1 Cor. 1,9. At 
several other passages, Erasmus retains communt- 
catio for this Greek word. In Annot., he suggests 
communionem, which was the rendering of Am- 
brosiaster and Manetti. Lefèvre put communio. 


5 ac xai (“Et” Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


5 quatenus ka€cos ("sicut" Vg.). More commonly, 
Erasmus replaces sicut by quemadmodum. In the 
present instance, he felt that the context required 
an adverb of degree rather than of manner, to 
indicate that the level of commitment displayed 
by the Macedonians had exceeded the apostle's 
hopes, but was not the complete opposite of 
what the apostle expected: see Annot. The version 
of Lefèvre had vt. 


5 sperabamus i\Aticapev (“sperauimus” Vg.). 
In substituting the imperfect tense, which gave 
a less literal rendering, Erasmus no doubt rea- 
soned that the apostle’s hopes must have pre- 
ceded the Macedonian actions. Cf. Annot. For 
a similar reason, Lefévre used the pluperfect 
tense, speraucramus. 


5 quin etiam GAN ("sed" Vg.). See on Job. 8,17 
for quin. Erasmus here renders the Greek text 
as if it had read &AA& Kadi. Lefèvre had seipsos 
tamen for sed semet ipsos. 


5 dediderunt #Swkav "dederunt" Vg.; "tradi- 
derunt" 1516). Erasmus, in 1519, substitutes a 
verb which is well-suited to the required sense 
of self-dedication. He also used dedo in place 
of trado in rendering trapadlScou at Eph. 4,19. 


5 domino 16 Kupi (“deo” 1516 Lat.) The 
1516 rendering, which conflicts with the Greek 
text, could reflect a typesetter's misunderstan- 
ding of the common abbreviation of domino 
(i.e. dito, as used by the Froben Vulgates of 1491 
and 1514). See on 2 Cor. 5,6, 8. The use of deo 
is also found in Ambrosiaster. 


5 deinde et xai (“deinde” Vg.). Erasmus also 
uses deinde et for xal at Act. 26,20 (1519). Ma- 
netti and Lefévre, more literally, had just et. 

6 in hoc vt eis TÓ ("ita vt” Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,20, and Annot. The version of Lefèvre put 
quamobrem. 
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iva Ka- 
imi- 
Xapiv 


Trapakaréooal was Titov, 
Oas Tpoevip§ato, ottws koi 
TeAcon ei; = Unas Kal Thy 
TOUThV. 

TAAN domep èv mavri TrepicosU- 
ete Tioter Kai Adyw xoi | yvooel 
Koi táo otrouSi) koi Ti ¿E vpdov 
iv twiv &yámņ, iva xoi èv TouTh 
TH xéprr TrepicosUnte. où kar 
émitayiy Aéyco, GAAG Sid Tfjg été 
pov oatroudis, TÒ Ths Úps- 
TÉépas &y&rns yvüciov SoKipacov. 
*ywookere yàp Thy xápiv ToU ku- 
piou fuv “Inoot Xpictot, óm br 
Üp&s é&rTOytuce, TrAOUCIOS dv, iva 
Uyeis TÅ ékelvou mroyeia — TÀov- 
thonte. Kal yvounv èv ToUTO 
Siwur  TroUTo yap úv oupgépel, 


n 
Kat 
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adhortaremur Titum, vt  quemad- 
modum ante coepisset, ita et con- 
summaret hanc quoque erga vos 
beneficentiam. 

7Imo quemadmodum vbique abun- 
datis fide et | sermone et scientia 
et omni diligentia et in ea quae 
ex vobis erga nos est charitate, fa- 
cite vt in hac quoque beneficentia 
abundetis. Non secundum imperi- 
um loquor, sed per sollicitudinem erga 
alios, etiam vestrae dilectionis synceri- 
tatem approbans. ?Nostis enim bene- 
ficentiam domini nostri Iesu Christi, 
quod propter vos pauper factus sit, 
quum esset diues, vt vos illius pau- 
pertate ditesceretis. Et consilium 
in hoc do, nam hoc vobis conducit: 


87 nuv A BDE: vmv C | 8 kar A-C: ko0 DE 


6 quoque 4 B-E: om. A* | 7 Imo B-E: Sed A | vbique B-E: in omni 4 | erga nos C-E: 


in nobis Æ B | facite B-E: om. A | 


8 sollicitudinem erga alios, E: aliorum officium A, 


sollicitudinem, erga alios B-D | 9 prius vos B-E: nos A 


6 adbortaremur trapoxaAéoo tas ("rogare- 
mus" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 4,16, and Annot. The 
rendering of Lefèvre was rogauimus. 

6 ante coepisset rpoevrjp&aro (“coepit” Vg.). 
Possibly the Vulgate reflected the substitution 
of &vr)p&arro, as in cod. B and a few later mss. 
In vs. 10, Erasmus renders the same verb by iam 
coepio. At the present passage, he partly adopts 
the version of Lefévre, who had ante coepit. 


6 consummaret &mireAéo "perficiat" Vg.). This 
change is in accordance with Vulgate usage 
e.g. at Gal. 3,3, and seems to be for the sake 
of stylistic variety, in view of the use of per- 
ficio in vs. 11. Erasmus further retains perficio 
for the same Greek verb at Lc. 13,32; 2 Cor. 7,1; 
Phil. 1,6. See also on Rom. 9,28. His rendering 
resembles that of Ambrosiaster, who had con- 
summet. Lefèvre moved perficiat to the end of 
the sentence. 

6 hanc quoque erga vos beneficentiam eis Spas Kai 
Tijv xéptv towrny (“in vobis etiam gratiam 
istam" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The Vulgate 
is more literal as to the word-order, though the 
late Vulgate substitution of vobis for vos lacks 


Greek ms. support. For erga, see on Act. 3,25; 
for quoque, see on Job. 5,27; and for beneficentia, 
see on 1 Cor. 16,3. As elsewhere, Erasmus pre- 
fers to avoid the added emphasis of iste, unless 
required by the context: see on Act. 7,4. See also 
Annot. The version of Lefèvre was banc gratiam 
apud vos. 


7 Imo AAW ("Sed" 1516 = Vg). See on Act. 
19,2. Lefévre put Verum. 


7 quemadmodum óoovep (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Erasmus’ wording is the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster. Lefèvre had vt. 


7 vbique tv mavti (“in omnibus" Vg; "in 
omni" 1516). See on 2 Cor. 7,11. Erasmus' 1516 
rendering was more literal. Lefévre’s version 
put im omni re. 


7 fide niorse (“fide, spe" late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate addition of spe, as in the 1527 Vulgate 
column and the Froben Vulgate of 1514, lacks 
Greek ms. support, and may be a reminiscence 
of 1 Cor. 13,13. Erasmus' rendering agrees with 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Lefévre 
(both columns). 
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7 diligentia otrovSi ("sollicitudine insuper" 
late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). See on Rom. 12,8 
for diligentia. The late Vulgate addition of insu- 
per does not appear to reflect any difference of 
Greek text. See Annot. Erasmus here adopts the 
rendering of Lefèvre. Manetti had sollicitudine, 
omitting insuper. 

7 in ea quae ex vobis erga nos est charitate TH 6€ 
Gud év uiv érydrrm ("charitate vestra in nos” 
Vg.; *in ea quae ex vobis in nobis est charitate" 
1516-19). Erasmus seeks to amplify the sense 
of ti &£ uv. The Vulgate leaves ££ untrans- 
lated: cf. Annot. For erga, see on Act. 3,25. Ma- 
netti put ea que (= quae) est ex vobis in nos caritate, 
and Lefèvre ea quae ex vobis est erga nos dilectione. 


7 facite vt Wa ("vt" 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus adds 
facite, to supply a main verb for the sentence: 
see Annot. The version of Lefévre substituted 
ita, taking iva as the equivalent of ottws, 


7 in bac quoque «ad £v town (“et in hac" Vg.). 
See on Job. 5,27 for quoque. Lefèvre put etiam 
bac in. One of the mss. of Manetti's version 
(Pal Lat. 45) followed the Vulgate, but the 
other (Urb. Lat. 6), possibly through scribal 
error, omitted et. 


7 beneficentia ti) yopit (“gratia” Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 16,3, and Annot. 


8 secundum imperium kat émitayty (“quasi 
imperans" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 7,6. In Annot., 
Erasmus attributes his translation to “Ambrose” 
(i.e. Ambrosiaster). The substitution of kad’ for 
Kat’ in 1527-35 appears to be a printer's error. 
Manetti had the same wording as Erasmus, 
while Lefévre put secundum praeceptum. 


8 loquor Aéyco ("dico" Vg.). See on Iob. 8,27. 


8 sollicitudinem erga alios Tis ttépwv o rov6fis 
("aliorum sollicitudinem" Vg.; "aliorum offici- 
um" 1516). Erasmus, in 1519, prefers to under- 
stand étépoov as an objective genitive: cf. Annot. 
In 1519-27, the punctuation wrongly connects 
erga alios with the following dilectionis or ap- 
probans, rather than with sollicitudinem. Lefèvre 
had aliorum diligentiam. 


8 dilectionis &yé&rrns (“charitatis” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 13,35. Manetti and Lefèvre made the same 
substitution, though in Lefévre’s version dilecti- 
onis vestrae replaces etiam vestrae charitatis. 

8 synceritatem TO ... yvijoiov ("ingenium bo- 
num” late Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg"; 
"ingenitum bonum" some Vg. mss., with Vg"). 
Erasmus is more accurate here. In Annot., he 
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follows Valla Annot. in suggesting that the ori- 
ginal Vulgate reading was ingenuum. The passage 
therefore appears in the Loca Manifeste Deprauata. 
Lefévre proposed generositatem. 


8 approbans BoxiydGwv (“comprobans” Vg.). 
Elsewhere the Vulgate uniformly renders Soxi- 
udZoo by probo, which Erasmus always retains. 
The word comprobo does not occur at any other 
N.T. passage. The Greek verb is ambiguous, 
meaning both “put to the test” and “approve”. 
Lefèvre substituted tento. 


9 Nostis ywooxete (“Scitis” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 1,33. Erasmus has the same rendering as 
Ambrosiaster. Manetti and Lefévre both had 
Cognoscitis. 


9 beneficentiam tiv yaoi (“gratiam” Vg.). See 
on 1 Cor. 16,3. 


9 quod .. pauper factus sit 6m Emro- 
xevoe ("quoniam ... egenus factus est" Vg.) 
This is a further example of Erasmus' frequent 
preference for expressing indirect statements by 
using quod and the subjunctive: cf. on Joh. 1,20. 
For pauper, see on Job. 12,6. By using pauper and 
paupertas in this verse, Erasmus preserves the 
linguistic connection between émtayeuce and 
Troya. See also Annot. His wording resembles 
that of Ambrosiaster, quia ... pauper factus est. 
The version of Lefèvre had quia ... inops factus 
est. Manetti just replaced quoniam by qui. 


9 vos (1st) uş (“nos” 1516) In Annot., 
Erasmus objects to Lefévre’s use of the read- 
ing fju&s, found in cod. C*4 and many later 
mss, including codd. 2815*"* and 2816°", 
though this variant could have influenced the 
substitution of zos in his own first edition. 


9 vos illius paupertate “eis 17 &eivou Trrooyela 
("illius inopia vos" Vg.). Erasmus is more literal 
as to the word-order. His substitution of paupertas 
is consistent with Vulgate usage in vs. 2, and 
at Ap. Iob. 2,9: see also on pauper, above. Ma- 
netti put vos eius paupertate, and Lefèvre nos illius 
inopia. 

9 ditesceretis vAovu riore ("diuites essetis" Vg.). 
A similar substitution of ditesco for diues fio 
occurs at 1 7zm. 6,9. See on 1 Cor. 1,5. Manetti 
had ditaremini, and Lefèvre diuites simus. 


10 nam boc ToU To yap ("hoc enim" Vg.). See 
on Job. 3,34. 

10 conducit cuygéper ("vtile est” Vg.). Cf. on 
1 Cor. 6,12. Manetti had confert, and Lefèvre 
conducibile est. 
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oitives ot póvov TO trotfjoo, ÓAAAk 
Kal TO  O&Aev Trpoevip§acGe  á&mó 
Tépuci. — !vyw 86 Kal TÓ moi 
oa éiteAgoate, Otrws Kkaðémep ń 
mpoĝðupia ToU 6éAeiv, oŬŭTwş Kal 
TO émiteAéoor èk Tod yev. ei 
yoo Å Tpo9upía TpdKertat, | Kao 
àv tyn Tis, evtrpdoSextos, ov 
KaQd oùk čys. Bod yàp iva &A- 
Aois vevis, Uuiv Sè BAiwis, GAA’ 
t£ iadtntos “iv 1H viv Kap 
TO Üpóv Tepicceupa eis rò kei- 
vov votépnua, iva Kal TÒ éxeivoov 
tTepioceuya yévntar eis TO Updo 
Uotépnua, Stas yévntea iodtns, 
Bates yéypamta, ‘O td ToAu, 
oUK émAgdvace’ Kal ó Td dAlyov, 
oUK tAaTTovnce. 


12 trpoupia B-E: tpo@upia A | exn B-E: exer 


14 praesenti B-E: hoc A | 15 nihilominus B-E: 


10 qui quidem oitwes ("qui" Vg.). Erasmus’ 
addition of quidem is not explicitly supported 
by the Greek text: see on Rom. 6,17 for other 
such additions. 


10 verum etiam &AAG Kal ("sed et” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 15,24. Manetti put sed etiam. 

10 iam coepistis Tpoevýpaoðe (“coepistis” Vg). 
See on vs. 6. The Vulgate partly corresponds 
with ivíp&ac8ei (for évip§acGe) in codd. 
D* F G. The version of Manetti put antea 
cepistis. 

10 anno superiore &rró Trépuoi (“ab anno priore" 
Vg.) Erasmus perhaps wished to express the 
meaning as "last year" rather than "from the 
previous year onwards", because of the preceding 
coepistis. He treats the preposition as superfluous 
for the purpose of translation, while retaining 
ab in Annot. At 2 Cor. 9,2, where a different 
verb accompanies this Greek phrase, he uses 
ab anno superiore to replace ab anno praeterito. 
Lefévre’s rendering of the present passage was 
a superioribus annis. 


11 autem &é ("vero" Vg.). Erasmus decided that 
the context required a stronger adversative 
sense for the Greek particle. The same change 
was made by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


qui quidem non solum facere, verum 
etiam velle iam coepistis anno superio- 
re. ! Nunc autem et illud quod facere 
coepistis, perficite: vt quemadmodum 
voluntas prompta fuit, ita et perficiatis 
ex eo quod potestis. "Etenim si pri- 
us adsit animi promptitudo, ea iuxta 
quicquid illud est quod possidet ali- 
quis, accepta est, non iuxta id quod 
non possidet. ? Non enim vt aliis rela- 
xatio sit, vobis autem angustia, sed vt 
ex aequabilitate “in praesenti tempo- 
re vestra copia illorum succurrat ino- 
piae, et illorum copia vestrae succurrat 
inopiae, vt fiat aequabilitas, 5 quemad- 
modum scriptum est: Qui multum ha- 
bebat, huic nihil superfuit: et qui pau- 
lum habebat, is nihilominus habuit. 


A 


non minus 4 


11 iud quod facere coepistis Tò Torta ("facto" 
Vg.). By this expansion of the wording, Erasmus 
makes a clearer link with facere ... coepistis in 
vs. 10. Ambrosiaster had facere, and Manetti 
opere. 

11 voluntas prompta fuit ġ vpo8uuía TOU O&Aev 
("promptus est animus voluntatis" Vg.). Erasmus 
paraphrases the meaning, to avoid the obscurity 
of animus voluntatis. Cf. Annot. His wording 
partly resembles Ambrosiaster, prompta est volun- 
tas. Manetti had promptitudo volendi, similar to 
a suggestion of Valla Annot. at vs. 19. Lefèvre 
put est promptitudo voluntatis. 

11 et perficiatis xo) TÒ EmrreAécon (“sit et perfi- 
ciendi" Vg.). Again Erasmus simplifies the con- 
struction, See Annot. The version of Lefévre 
had et adimpletionis. 


11 potestis Exe ("habetis" Vg.). A similar substi- 
tution occurrs at Mc. 14,8; Lc. 14,14; Eph. 4,28; 
Hebr. 6,13; 2 Petr. 1,15, in accordance with Vul- 
gate usage at lob. 8,6; Act. 4,14. See Annot. 

12 Etenim si el yap (“Si enim” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 3,7. 

12 prius adsit animi promptitudo, ea Ñ Tpoðupia 
Trpókerrat ("voluntas prompta est" Vg.). Eras- 
mus added prius ("beforehand") to express what 
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he considered to be the sense of the prefix 
Trpo-, in mrpóxerran. See Annot. For his use of 
animi promptitudo, see on Act. 17,11. At the 
present passage, he deliberately varies the style, 
to avoid repetition of voluntas prompta fuit 
from vs. 11. However, the word promptitudo was 
not used by classical authors. The version of 
Manetti had promptitudo proposita, and Lefèvre 
promptitudo adest. 


12 iuxta (twice) ka€ó ("secundum" Vg). See 
on Act. 13,23, and Annot. 

12 quicquid illud est quod &&v (“id quod” Vg.). 
See on Joh. 4,14 for Erasmus’ use of quisquis. 
See also Annot. By this change, he distinguishes 
between Kad áv in the first clause, and xaðó 
(without &&v) in the second clause. Lefèvre re- 
placed id quod habet by quod habet si quid habeat. 
12 possidet (twice) En ... Exe ("habet" Vg.). 
A similar substitution of possideo occurs at Mt. 
13,46. Elsewhere Erasmus generally follows the 
Vulgate in reserving possideo for «r&opon, KAN- 
povopéw, karréxc and úmápxw. In Annot., he 
also suggests using possit: see also on potestis in 
vs. 11. The substitution of Ey& for yn in 1516 
may have been a printer's error, though it is 
supported by cod. 2817°™™ and some other 
late mss. 


12 aliquis Tis (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by codd. $ B C* and a few other 
mss. In codd. D F G, ris is transposed after 
&xet at the end of the sentence. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 
2816, and also C*" and most later mss. If 
Tis is not in the text, rrpo6uuía becomes the 
subject of yr ... Exe. The question is whether 
some scribes added tis in order to provide an 
easier subject for these verbs, or whether an 
early scribe accidentally omitted the word (cf. 
the omission of Tis by P“ N * D* at Joh. 15,13). 

13 relaxatio sit &veois (“sit remissio" Vg.). 
See on Act. 24,23, and Annot. The version of 
Lefévre put requies sit. 


13 angustia iyis (“tribulatio” Vg.). More fre- 
quently Erasmus renders @Aiyis by afflictio: see 
on Job. 16,21. At the present passage, as may 
be seen from Annot., he adopts the rendering 
of Ambrosiaster, in order to provide a better 
contrast with relaxatio. Lefèvre had pressura. 


13 vt ex € ("ex" Vg.). Erasmus seeks to clarify 
the relevance of &£ ioórnros by inserting a 
second vt, parallel to the use of vt... sit in the 
first part of the sentence. Lefèvre replaced ex 
aequalitate by vt sit aequalitas. 
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13 aequabilitate iadtn tos ( aequalitate" Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs in vs. 14, and Eras- 
mus further uses aequabilitas for the same Greek 
word at Col. 4,1. His chosen expression was a 
less common classical word, though hallowed 
by Ciceronian usage. For Lefévre's version, see 
the previous note. Both mss. of Manetti’s ver- 
sion, possibly by scribal error, had qualitate. 
14 praesenti 16) viv (“hoc” 1516). See on 
Rom. 3,26. The 1516 rendering was the same 
as that of Ambrosiaster. 

14 copia (twice) trepioceupa (“abundantia” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 3,7 for Erasmus’ frequent removal 
of abundantia and abundo. He retains abundantia 
for Trepícoeuua at Mt. 12,34; Lc. 6,45. 


14 illorum succurrat inopiae ... vestrae succurrat in- 
opiae els TÒ Exetvoov Votépnua ... yévnrroa eis 
16 Opàv Gotépnua ("illorum inopiam supple- 
at ... vestrae inopiae sit supplementum" Vg.). 
Erasmus gives a more consistent rendering, but 
follows the Vulgate in supplying a verb for the 
first clause. See Annot., and for Erasmus’ use 
of succurro elsewhere, see on Act. 16,9. Manetti 
put sit in ipsorum defectum ... fiat in defectum 
vestrum, and Lefèvre illorum indigentiam suppleat 
n vestrae indigentiae sit supplemento. 

14 et iva Kal (“vt et" Vg.). Having inserted vt 
after sed in vs. 13, Erasmus evidently regarded 
it as superfluous at this point in vs. 14. His 
rendering here agrees with that of Ambrosiaster. 
Manetti had et vt. 

14 aequabilitas ioórns (“aequalitas” Vg.). See 
on vs. 13. 

15 quemadmodum xabors (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. 


15 multum babebat ... paulum babebat t6 Tod 
. TÒ óAMyov (“multum .. modicum" Vg.). 
Erasmus adds a verb in both places, for clarity. 
In Annot., he omits tó before ToAU. For pau- 
lum, see also on 1 Cor. 5,6. Manetti had multum 
habet ... modicum, and Lefèvre multum ... paucum. 


15 buic nibil superfuit où EmAeóvace (“non 
abundauit" Vg.). See on Rom. 3,7; 1 Cor. 8,8, 
for Erasmus’ removal of abundo. He adds buic, 
to facilitate the connection with the earlier qui. 


15 6 (2nd.). This word was omitted by codd. 
1, 2105, 2815, and also by F G and some other 
mss. See Annot. 

15 is nihilominus babuit ook tjoccrTóvnos (“non 
minorauit" Vg.; “is non minus habuit" 1516). 
The verb minoro, used by the Vulgate, was rare 
in classical literature, where it has the sense 
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6 Xdpis SE TH Bed, TH Bibóvmi Tiv 
auTiy omousiv iip væv év TH Kap- 
Sia Titou, Yöt fjv piv TrapdKAnot 
e5é€ato, otrouSaidtepos bb Umápyov, 
aù | Gaipetos ÈEÑABE Tpós Unas. Bouv- 
eméuyapev SE peT’ auToO Tov &bsAgóv, 
oU ó Erraivos év TH evayyeAiw Sià ma- 
ody tóv exxAnoidav’ P ov uóvov Sé, &AA& 
Kal xeiporovn8els UTrd tæv ExkAnolddy, 
cuvékonpos UO, ov TH XÁPITI Tau) 
Ti SiaKxovoupévyn Ug’ fiuóv trpds Thy 
auto tot Kupiou Bó&av, kai mpoðupi- 
av Úv: P creAAÓuevoi TOŬTO, Á Tis 
fju&s pouhonTa év TH ÅÖPÓTNTI TavTH 


16 aurnv B-E: Tora Tv A | 
Tuv A 


17 mapokAnotw B-E: rapapoaxAnoiw A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


' Gratia autem deo, qui dedit ean- 
dem sollicitudinem pro vobis in corde 
Titi, "qui exhortationem | acceperit: 
quin potius quum esset diligentior, su- 
apte sponte ad vos venerit. '* Misimus 
autem vna cum illo fratrem eum, cu- 
ius laus est in euangelio per omnes 
ecclesias: ? nec id solum, verum etiam 
delectus est ab ecclesiis, comes peregri- 
nationis nostrae, cum hac beneficentia 
quae administratur a nobis ad eius- 
dem domini gloriam, et animi vestri 
promptitudinem: "declinantes hoc, 
ne quis nos carpat in hac exuberantia 


19 uucov B-E: 


16 sollicitudinem B-E: sollicitu/nem 4 | 17 qui B-E: quia nostram A | quin potius quum 
esset B-E: per quam ita redditus est /4 | suapte B-E: vt tamen suapte | 18 eum B-E: om. A. | 


19 eiusdem B-E: ipsius A | vestri B-E: nostri 4 


“make less" rather than “have less". See Annot. 
The Vulgate reading was listed among the So- 
loecismi, provoking objections from Stunica, to 
whom Erasmus replied in Epist. apolog. adv. 
Stun., LB IX, 398 F-399 A. In Erasmus' version, 
the addition of is serves as a counterpoise to 
his earlier insertion of huic. Lefèvre put non 
minoratus est. 


16 Gratia autem X&pis 6E ("Gratias autem ago” 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate use of ago is clearly 
a scribal addition, designed to remedy what 
appeared to be a grammatical deficiency in the 
earlier Vulgate reading, Gratias autem. A similar 
change occurs at 2 Cor. 9,15. See Annot., and 
cf. on Rom. 6,17. The correction made by Eras- 
mus was anticipated by Manetti, while Lefévre 
had Sit autem gratia. 


16 eandem aùthv. The reading oiov, in 
1516, was derived from cod. 2815: see Annot. 
Other deviant readings of this ms, in the 
present verse, are the omission of UTtip Upów 
and the substitution of mapouvoig for kapbiq. 
None of these variants appears to enjoy other 
ms. support. 

17 qui... acceperit Sui... &b&&orro ("quoniam 
-.. Suscepit" Vg.; “quia ... acceperit" 1516). Eras- 
mus’ adoption of the less literal qui, followed 
by the perfect subjunctive, makes it easier to 


understand Titus’ actions as a consequence 
rather than a cause of the work of God within 
his heart. For accipio, see on Act. 3,21. Ambro- 
siaster had quoniam ... accepit. 


17 exhortationem Thv pèv tapdaKAnaty ("exhor- 
tationem quidem" Vg.; "nostram exhortatio- 
nem" 1516). The Vulgate is more accurate here, 
in providing a translation of pév. Erasmus’ use 
of nostram in 1516 was an interpretative addition. 
Cf. Annot. The rendering of Lefévre was et 
exbortationis officium. 


17 quin potius quum esset diligentior avrovGodó- 
Tepos BE Urrápy cv (“sed cum sollicitior esset" 
Vg.; *per quam ita redditus est diligentior, vt 
tamen" 1516). The 1516 rendering was a bold 
paraphrase, which considerably altered the sen- 
tence structure. For quin potius, see on Rom. 
12,19. In Annot., Erasmus suggests rendering 
Sé by imo. A similar substitution of diligentior 
occurs in vs. 22. However, to avoid losing the 
connection with otrov8n, rendered by sollicitudo 
in vs. 16, it would have been preferable to sub- 
stitute diligentia at that passage: for Erasmus’ 
use of diligentia elsewhere, see on Rom. 12,8. 
Manetti put Sed cum studiosior existeret, and 
Lefévre et diligentior factus. 


17 suapte sponte otiPaipetos ("sua voluntate" 
Vg.). See on Erasmus' rendering of the same 
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Greek word in vs. 3, above, and see also Annot. 
This emphatic form of the pronoun is found 
elsewhere only at Jud. 12 (suopte ductu). Manetti 
and Lefèvre both put sponte sua. 


17 ad vos venerit t£fjA0e mpós Gus (profectus 
est ad vos" Vg.). The Vulgate is more literal 
here. Erasmus does not often use venio for £- 
épyouan: for his treatment of this Greek word 
elsewhere, see on 2 Cor. 2,13. Both Manetti and 
Lefévre put ad vos profectus est. 


18 vna cum pet’ (“cum” Vg.). See on Act. 1,22, 
and Annot. In Lefèvre, this was rendered et cum. 


18 fratrem eum Tov S5eAqev ("fratrem nostrum" 
late Vg.; "fratrem" 1516). The late Vulgate ad- 
dition of nostrum has little ms. support, and 
represents a harmonisation with vs. 22. Erasmus 
adds ewm, to convey the sense of the Greek 
article: see Annot. Both Manetti and Lefèvre 
had fratrem, omitting nostrum. 


18 èv. The reading ó èv, in cod. 2815, lacks 
support from other mss. 


19 nec id solum ob ydvov 5€ (“non solum au- 
tem" Vg.). By inserting id, Erasmus makes the 
connection with the previous clause more intel- 
ligible: see Annot., and for his use of mec, see 
on Job. 2,16. Valla Annot. recommended neque 
id solum, and Lefèvre Et non id solum. 


19 verum etiam &AAà kal ("sed et" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 15,24. Ambrosiaster had sed etiam. 


19 delectus est yeipotovnGels ("ordinatus est" 
late Vg.). See on Act. 10,41. In Annot., Erasmus 
also offers electus or suffragtis creatus, and a simi- 
lar suggestion had been made by Valla Annot. 
The version of Lefévre made the same change 
as Erasmus. 
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19 cum cov (“in” Vg.). The Vulgate reflects a 
Greek text substituting év, as in codd. B C 0225 
and some later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816 and 
most other mss., commencing with 396 N D 
F G. See Annot. The same change was made by 
Lefèvre. 


19 bac beneficentia ti xóprri Tavty (“hanc 
gratiam" late Vg.). The late Vulgate substitution 
of the accusative case was probably a scribal 
alteration, influenced by the preceding preposi- 
tion, in. For beneficentia, see on 1 Cor. 16,3, and 
Annot. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus omits Tfj, in 
company with few mss. other than cod. C, but 
this may have been just a loosely worded cita- 
tion. The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefèvre put bac gratia. 
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19 quae administratur ti Bvoxovouyévr (“quae 
ministratur" Vg.). A similar substitution occurs 
in vs. 20. Elsewhere Erasmus generally retains 
ministro. The change of verb was no doubt in- 
tended to reinforce the interpretation of x&pis, 
in this context, as a financial rather than a 
spiritual benefit. 

19 eiusdem atrtot (Vg. omits; "ipsius" 1516). 
The Vulgate omission is supported by codd. 
B C D* F G and some other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2105, 2816, and also N D°" and most later 
mss. See Annot. If aùtoŭŬ was an authentic part 
of the text, it is possible that some scribes 
would have regarded it as superfluous to the 
sense of the passage and hence deleted the 
word. It seems less likely that a scribe would 
intentionally add avroð, as the context itself 
does not provide any clear motive for such a 
change. The version of Lefévre made the same 
change as Erasmus' first edition. 

19 animi vestri promptitudinem v po8uyiav uiv 
(“destinatam voluntatem nostram" Vg.; "animi 
nostri promptitudinem" 1516). In Annot., Eras- 
mus cites Theophylact and the "Greek scholia" 
as favouring Ùuæv. This reading occurs in 
codd. 3 and 2105, and also in cod. F. The 
scholia of cod. 2817?" do not directly cite 
opóv but lend support to that reading through 
the use of the second person plural in tva ... 
Trpo8uuórepoi uàAAov els Thv elopopáv yé- 
vno9e. However, most mss., including codd. 
1, 2815, 2816, 2817 (text), have fiu, as adop- 
ted in the 1516 edition. For animi promptitudo, 
see on vs. 12, above, and also on Act. 17,11. The 
use of promptitudo was also recommended by 
Valla Annot., and Erasmus followed Valla in 
criticising the Vulgate use of destinatam, which 
could be misinterpreted as meaning "predes- 
tined”. The same objection is made in the Loca 
Obscura. Manetti had promptitudinem vestram, 
and Lefévre promptam voluntatem nostram. 


20 declinantes oreAAduevor ("deuitantes" Vg.). 
In Annot., Erasmus vividly interprets the Greek 
verb in terms of a sailor changing course to 
avoid hitting a rock. However, the Vulgate 
word is sufficiently accurate. Lefévre replaced 
deuitantes hoc by id cauentes. 

20 carpat poptjonta (“vituperet” Vg.). See on 
2 Cor. 6,3, where Erasmus prefers to substitute 
reprehendo. Lefèvre put repraebendere qu(a)eat. 
20 exuberantia ti &Spdtnt (“plenitudine” 
Vg.). At Rom. 5,17; 2 Cor. 10,15, Erasmus uses 
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TH 8iakovougév Up’ næv,  ?'Tpo- 
voowpevor KoÀó, oU uóvov évoTriOV 
Kupiou, &AA& Kal évoriov évOpa- 
TOv. Z ouvemépyapev 5b attois Tov 
&beApov dv, ôv BSokipcoapyey èv 
Tools =TrOAAdKIS oTroVSaiov Óvra, 
vuvi è TOÀU ortrouSaldTepov, Tre- 
moibhoe TOAAT TH eis uðs, cite 
úmèp Titou, Koivovós uós, Kal els 
Üu&s cuvepyós, tire adeAgpol now 
é&TócToAÀo| ikkAncióv, 86€« Xp 
oToU. riv otv évbei€iv tis dydá- 
Ts OÜpóv, Kal ov Kauyrcecos 
Urtp úv, eis altos éevdeifaobs 
Kai eis mpóowmov TOv EKKAnoldv. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


quae administratur a nobis, 7”! pro- 
curantes honesta, non tantum coram 
domino, sed etiam coram hominibus. 
2 Misimus autem vna cum illis fratrem 
nostrum, quem probaueramus in mul- 
tis saepenumero diligentem, nunc au- 
tem multo diligentiorem, ob multam 
fiduciam, quam habeo erga vos, ? siue 
Titi nomine, qui socius meus est, et 
erga vos adiutor, siue aliorum, qui 
fratres nostri sunt et legati ecclesia- 
rum, gloria Christi. % Proinde docu- 
mentum charitatis vestrae et nostrae de 
vobis gloriationis, in eos demonstretis 
etiam in conspectu ecclesiarum. 


21 honesta B-E: bona | domino B-E: deo 4 | 22 saepenumero diligentem B-E: sepenumero, 
quod diligens esset 4 | diligentiorem B-E: diligentior A 


exuberantia to replace abundantia, in rendering 
Tepicotío. He reserves plenitudo for TARpwpa. 
See Annot. 


20 quae administratur Ti Siaxovoupévy ("quae 
ministratur" Vg.). See on vs. 19. Both mss. of 
Manetti's version omitted quae ministratur ... 
gloriam. 


20 nobis fjuc»v ("nobis in domini gloriam" late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate addition lacks Greek ms. 
support, and represents a harmonisation with 
vs. 19. See Annot. In making this correction, 
Erasmus has the same wording as the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. For Manetti’s 
rendering, see the previous note. 


21 procurantes mpovooúpevoi (“Prouidemus 
enim" Vg.). The Vulgate may reflect the sub- 
stitution of mpovootpev yap, as in P% N B 
D F G and forty-seven other mss. In codd. 
C 0225 and thirty others, it is rpovooUyevot 
yp. Erasmus’ Greek text follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816 and 
about 500 other late mss. (see Aland Die Pauli- 
nischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 670-2). See Annot. An 
explanation which has been offered for trpo- 
vooupevoi is that it arose from scribal har- 
monisation with the pattern of oT&AAÓyuevoi 
in vs. 20, or with Trpovooúpevor kañ& at Rom. 
12,17. Alternatively, mpovootuev yap, if it was 
not an accidental change, could have been 


substituted by scribes who wished to simplify 
the meaning. For Erasmus’ avoidance of prouideo, 
see on Rom. 12,17. He does not use procuro 
elsewhere in the N.T. Both Valla Annot. and 
Manetti proposed prowidentes. 


21 honesta kaA& (“bona” 1516 = Vg.). See on 
Rom. 12,17, and Annot. 


21 tantum povov ("solum" Vg.). See on Rom. 
4,16. 


21 domino xupiou (“deo” 1516 Lat. = late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate corresponds with the substi- 
tution of 0coU in P“ and a few later mss. Eras- 
mus' 1519 rendering was the same as that of 
Manetti and Lefèvre, together with the earlier 
Vulgate. 


22 Misimus ... vna cum cuverréupauev (“Misi- 
mus ... cum” Vg.). See on Act. 1,22. 


22 fratrem tov &eAqdv ("et fratrem" Vg.). The 
Vulgate addition of et lacks explicit support 
from Greek mss., and the word was accordingly 
omitted by both Manetti and Lefévre. 


22 probaueramus t&oxwictoayev ("probauimus" 
Vg.). See on Job. 1,19 for Erasmus’ preference 
for the pluperfect. 


22 saepenumero Tornós (“saepe” Vg.). Usually 
Erasmus renders rroAAérag by saepe or frequenter. 
He does not use saepenumero elsewhere in the 
N.T. Here he attempts to convey something of 
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the flavour of moois TOAAGKIs, but concedes 
in Annot. that the elegance of the Greek phrase 
is lost in translation. 


22 diligentem ... diligentiorem a ouGaiov óvra 

.. o rouBaióTepov ("sollicitum esse ... sollici- 
tiorem" Vg.; "quod diligens esset ... diligentior” 
1516). See on Rom. 12,8, and Annot. In 1519, 
Erasmus leaves óvra untranslated. Manetti put 
sollicitum esse... studiosiorem, and Lefèvre diligentem 
fuisse ... diligentiorem. 


22 ob multam fiduciam, quam babeo veroiórjoe 
TOAMj TÄ ("confidentia multa" Vg.). See on 
2 Cor. 1,15 for fiducia. The construction of ob 
with the accusative prevents fiducia (or confiden- 
tia) from being misunderstood as an ablative 
of comparison after diligentiorem: for ob, see 
further on Job. 10,33. Then Erasmus boldly 
adds quam babeo, without explicit justification 
from the Greek text, so as to identify Paul as 
the one who displayed this confidence, rather 
than the brother who accompanied Titus. In 
Annot., Erasmus alternatively suggested quam 
babent. His rendering is an adaptation of the 
wording of Lefèvre, who put ob fiduciam multam 
quam babet. Ambrosiaster had multa fiducia. 


22 erga eis (“in” Vg.). See on Act. 3,25. Lefèvre 
made the same change. Manetti, and also Le- 
févre's Vulgate column, had ix vobis for in vos. 
23 Titi nomine 9nip Titou (“pro Tito" Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 4,6. Lefévre had Titi loco. 

23 qui socius meus est Koiveovds &pós (“qui est 
socius meus" Vg.) The Latin word-order is 
unaffected by the Greek text, which lacks both 
relative pronoun and verb. In Annot., Erasmus 
also suggested socio meo, to agree with Tito. Valla 
Annot. similarly had socio nostro. Lefèvre, how- 
ever, understanding these words as relating to 
the "brother" who was mentioned in vs. 22, put 
siue quod Titi loco familaris meus sit. 


23 erga vos eis pds ("in vobis" late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss. The late Vulgate rendering 
lacks Greek ms. support. For erga, see on Act. 
3,25, and Annot. 


23 aliorum, qui fratres nostri sunt &BeAqol fiu 
("fratres nostri" Vg.). Erasmus makes another 
questionable interpretative addition, to yield 
a more readily intelligible sense. See Annot. 
The solution of Lefévre was quod fratres mei 
sint. 


23 et legati &rócToAo| (“apostoli” Vg). As 
explained in Annot., Erasmus here takes the 
Greek word in its literal meaning of "sent", 
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rather than as designating the apostles: see also 
on lob. 13,16. 

23 gloria 665a (“gloriae” Vg.). The Vulgate ren- 
dering, whether taken as a nominative plural 
or a genitive singular, constitutes either a mis- 
translation or a scribal error. The Greek word 
is a nominative singular, in apposition to 
&&eAGoi and &rrócroAot: see Annot. and Valla 
Annot. The passage is hence listed among the 
Loca Obscura, Manetti made the same correction 
as Erasmus, while Lefévre put qui sunt gloria. 


24 Proinde documentum Thv otv Evbe1€w (“Os- 
tensionem ergo” Vg.). Erasmus also uses documen- 
tum to replace exemplum in rendering Ëvõerypa 
at 2 Thess. 1,5. In rendering évBer§1s at Phil. 1,28 
(1516 only), he inconsistently replaces causa by 
ostensio, and retains ostensto for évSer€is at Rom. 
3,25, and for émddei&is at 1 Cor. 2,4. At the 
present passage, the Vulgate use of ostensionem 
... ostendite has the advantage of preserving the 
linguistic link between &v5ei£is and èvõeíkvupı. 
See further on Rom. 3,26, and for proinde, see 
on Act, 11,17. Lefèvre put indicium igitur. 


24 charitatis tis &yá&nns (“quae est charitatis" 
Vg.). Erasmus regarded the Vulgate addition of 
quae est as superfluous: see Annot. His rendering 
is the same as that of Ambrosiaster. The version 
of Lefévre had dilectionis. 

24 de vobis gloriationis kauytjaews UTEP Ud 
(“gloriae pro vobis” Vg.). The Vulgate word- 
order is more literal. For gloriatio, see on Rom. 
4,2, and for de, see on 2 Cor. 5,12. Lefévre put 
Sloriationis nostrae propter vos. 


24 eos aùroús (“illos” Vg.). In view of Erasmus’ 
frequent use of ¿lle in this chapter, this change 
was presumably for stylistic variety, and follows 
the version of Lefèvre. Manetti put ipsos. 


24 demonstretis évbeiEaobe (“ostendite” Vg.). 
Usually Erasmus retains ostendo for this Greek 
verb, though he substitutes exhibeo at Tit. 3,2; 
Hebr. 6,10. See on &vG6ei£is, above. Ambrosiaster 
had demonstrate (incorrectly printed as demon- 
strare in the 1492 edition). 


24 etiam xai (Vg. omits). Erasmus’ addition of 
xai is derived from cod. 2817, supported by 
only a few late mss. This inadequately attested 
reading remained in the Textus Receptus. 


24 in conspectu eis rpóocorrov (“in faciem" 
Vg.). Cf. on Act. 3,13, and Annot. The version 
of Lefèvre had in facie, as in some Vulgate mss. 

24 ecclesiarum t&v tAmoiv. ("ecclesiarum 
dei" Annot., lemma). The late Vulgate reading 
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Tlepi piv yap Tíjs B1okoviag TÄS 

eis Tous &yious mepiooóv poi iori 
TÒ ypågeiv Upiv. ?ofBa yàp Tv po- 
8upíav Guay, fjv Úmèp Udy kauyo- 
yor Maxkebóciv, óri Ayaiix trapeoxel- 
aota amd mé|puoi, koi ó 2 Gudv 
GijXos fjp£&ice Tous mAeiovas.  étrep- 
wa è ToUs &SeApous, iva uh TÒ kav- 
xnpa Tddv TO ÚTÈp Uuddv, kevoo0f] èv 
TÓ pépet TOUTOD, Iva Kaas ÉAeyov, Ta- 
peoxevacpévor Ate? tph Tras Bv. č- 
Owo cuv poi MakeSdves, kai e¥pwoiv 
ÚS arrapacKeudotous, KATAICXUV- 
Oddyev ueis, iva ut) Aéyoouev peis, èv 
Ti UTootdoe TAÚTY Tis KaUXT CEs. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Nam de subministratione quidem 

quae fiat in sanctos, superuacuum 
est mihi scribere vobis. ?Noui enim 
promptitudinem animi vestri, | quam 
de vobis iacto apud Macedones, quod 
Achaia parata est ab anno superiore, et 
vestrum exemplum prouocauit com- 
plures. *Misi tamen hos fratres, ne 
gloria nostra qua glorior de vobis, ina- 
nis fiat in hac parte, vt quemadmo- 
dum dicebam parati sitis, ‘ne quo 
pacto fiat, vt si mecum venerint Mace- 
dones, et offenderint vos imparatos, 
nos pudore suffundamur, vt ne dicam 
vos in hoc argumento gloriationis. 


9,2 quod C-E: quoniam 4 B | 3 Misi B-E: Misimus 4 


cited by Erasmus in Annot. does not appear in 
the 1527 Vulgate column or in the Froben 
Vulgates of 1491 and 1514, though it occurs 
e.g. in the 1502 Glossa Ordinaria. The addition 
of dei lacks Greek ms. support. Erasmus' wording 
agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre (both columns). 


9,1 subministratione Ti\s Siaxovias ( ministerio" 
Vg.). The non-classical word, subministratio, is 
used elsewhere, in both Erasmus and the Vulgate, 
for &miyopnyía at Eph. 4,16; Phil. 1,19. Usually 
he is content with ministerium for GYokovío: see 
on 1 Cor. 12,5. Lefévre put ministratione. 


1 quidem pév (Vg. omits). Erasmus is more 
literal in providing a rendering for uév: see on 
Act. 16,36. Manetti (Pal Lat. 45) began this 
sentence with De ministerio enim (which, by a 
scribal error, became De ministerio autem enim 
in Urb. Lat. 6). Lefèvre put De ministratione 
profecto. 

1 yáp. This word was omitted by cod. 2815, 
in company with cod. C and a few later mss. 


1 quae fiat tñs (“quod fit” Vg.). For Erasmus 
use of the subjunctive, cf. on Joh. 1,20. Lefèvre 
had quae fit. 


1 superuacuum viepiocÓv (“ex abundanti" Vg.). 
From Annot., it is seen that, to avoid the 
Vulgate periphrasis, Erasmus adopts the ren- 
dering used by Ambrosiaster. In Annot., he also 
suggests superuacaneurm, which was the rendering 


of Lefévre: see also on 1 Cor. 15,17 for Erasmus’ 
use of superuacaneus to render pá&rtaios. Manetti 
put superfluum. 

2 Noui olSa (“Scio” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,33; 
Rom. 14,14. This change was anticipated by 
Manetti. 

2 promptitudinem animi vestri thy tpo8uplav 
úv (“promptum animum vestrum" Vg.). See 
on 2 Cor. 8,12, and also on Act. 17,11, and 
Annot., for Erasmus’ use of promptitudo animi. 
Both Manetti and Lefèvre had promptitudinem 
vestram. 


2 quam ... iacto Ñv ... KavySpan (“pro quo ... 
glorior” Vg.). The use of acto avoids repetition 
of glorior, which Erasmus retains in vs. 3. He 
further uses iacto to replace exalto in rendering 
peyaAauy£co at Jac. 3,5. See Annot. The version 
of Manetti had pro qua ... glorior, and Lefévre 
qua ... glorior. : 

2 quod &ri (“quoniam” 1516-19 = Vg.). See on 
Iob. 1,20, and Annot. The same change was 
made by Lefévre. 


2 Achaia Ayata (“et Achaia" late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate addition of et lacks Greek ms. support: 
see Annot. The correction made by Erasmus 
agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


2 anno superiore Ttépuo: (“anno praeterito” Vg.). 
See on 2 Cor. 8,10, and Annot. Erasmus may 
have considered praeterito less satisfactory as it 


LB 782 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS SECVNDA 9,1-4 


did not necessarily denote the immediately pre- 
ceding year. Lefévre had a superioribus annis at 
both passages. 


2 vestrum exemplum ò &E úu&v Gijdos ("vestra 
aemulatio" Vg.). The Vulgate may reflect the 
reading TO Wydov LfAos, found in P“ N B, 
or ó üpóv ZijAos in cod. C, with a few later 
mss. The Greek text of Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, 
and also D F G (0209) and most other mss. 
Another instance where a few mss. treat GfjAos 
as a neuter occurs at Phil. 3,5, though at several 
other passages the apostle clearly treats it as 
masculine. The absence of & from some mss. 
could have been caused by a scribe's attempt 
to simplify an unusual construction. This prepo- 
sition is consistent with Pauline usage of TÑ &€ 
Oudv ... &yám at 2 Cor. 8,7. In trying to 
avoid the unwanted connotation of aemulatio, 
in the sense of "jealousy", Erasmus considerably 
changes the meaning. In 1535 Annot., more ap- 
propriately, he suggested using studium or feruor. 
Lefévre put zelus qui est ex vobis. 


2 complures toss mAeiovas (“plurimos” Vg.). In 
Annot., Erasmus objects to the Vulgate use of 
a superlative, as the Greek word is a comparative 
adjective. See on Act. 27,12. Lefèvre made the 
same change, while Ambrosiaster and Manetti 
had plures. 


3 Misi &wepyyoc ("Misimus" 1516 Lat. = late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate use of the plural has little 
ms. support other than codd. D 0209, which 
have étré(u)yauev. See Annot. Both Manetti 
and Lefévre made the same change. 


3 tamen 5€ (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. In 
Annot., Erasmus puts vero. 


3 bos fratres tous &SeApous ("fratres" Vg.). 
Erasmus adds Pos, to make clear that fratres is 
the object of the verb (referring back to those 
who were mentioned in ch. 8), and not to be 
misunderstood as a nominative (forming the 
subject of Misimus) or as a vocative (addressed 
to the whole Corinthian church): see Annot. 


3 ne iva uń (“vt ne” Vg.). Erasmus here treats 
vt as redundant, though he introduces vt ne at 
a number of other passages: see on Joh. 16,1. 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had the same wording 
as Erasmus, while Manetti had vt non. 


3 gloria nostra qua glorior TÒ xouynyua uv 
("quod gloriamur" Vg.) Erasmus’ rendering 
more fully captures the meaning of the Greek 
expression. Cf. Ambrosiaster, gloria nostra qua 
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vos preferimus. Manetti and Lefèvre both put 
gloriatio nostra. 


3 inanis fiat kevooOi) (“euacuetur” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 4,14. Erasmus’ rendering is the same as 
that of Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put irrita cadat, 
positioned after hac in parte. 


3 dicebam EAeyov (“dixi” Vg.). Erasmus more 
accurately renders the Greek imperfect tense. 


3 Tapeckevacptvor. Cod. 2815 had the spelling 
TmrapacKevacyévol, along with a few other late 
mss. 


4 ne quo pacto fiat, vt wh ros ("ne" Vg.). The 
Vulgate corresponds with the omission of rro»; 
in cod. D*. Usually the Vulgate renders uf Tros 
by ne forte. Erasmus again uses ze quo pacto to 
translate the same expression at 1 Thess. 3,5. 
Manetti put ze aliquatenus. 


4 si mecum venerint Macedones t&v ÉAOcoc1 ovv 
guol MaxeSdéves ("cum venerint Macedones 
mecum" late Vg). The Vulgate use of cum 
venerint lacks Greek ms. support, apart from 
codd. B D*" which omit &&v. Manetti had 
si Macedones mecum venerint, and Lefèvre si 
Macedones mecum veniant. 


4 offenderint esipwow (“inuenerint” Vg.). See 
on Act. 10,27. Lefèvre put inueniant. 


4 nos pudore suffundamur xccrono xuvOcouev fuels 
(“erubescamus nos” Vg.). Cod. 2815 added kai 
before kocroicxuv8óouev, together with cod. D* 
and a few later mss. See on 1 Cor. 4,14 for pudo- 
re suffundo. In Annot., Erasmus suggests the use 
of pudefacio as an alternative. For his treatment 
of erubesco elsewhere, see on Rom. 1,16. The 
Vulgate is more literal as to the word-order. 


4 vt ne dicam iva ph Aéycouev (“vt non dicamus" 
Vg.) For Erasmus’ use of vt ne, see on Rom. 
11,25. In converting plural to singular, he is 
less precise: cf. Ambrosiaster, vt non dicam, 
cited in Annot. The version of Manetti had 
vt ets dicamus, omitting the negative. Lefévre 
changed the construction to quod ... dicere non 
possimus. 


4 hoc argumento Ti joo ácei ToUTI) (“in hac 
substantia" Vg.). A similar substitution occurs 
at 2 Cor. 11,17. At Hebr. 11,1, however, Erasmus 
follows the Vulgate in using substantia for mó- 
cratis, and argumentum for Eheyyos. See Annot. 


4 gloriationis ts Kauytjcews (Vg. omits). The 
Vulgate omission is supported by p% “X * B C 
D* F G 048 and fifteen later mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, with 1, 2105, 
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SévayKaiov otv fynodunv mapa- 
KaAécoi tots dSeAgous, iva mpo- 
éAwoiv cis Guàs, Kal TrpoKa- 
tapticwo1 Thy  TpokarnyysApévnv 
evAoylov  Üpóàv,  TaUTnv étoipny 
evar, otws as evAoyiav, xoi 
M = @otrep = TAoveEiav. 
STotto 8, 6 omeipwv 
Sopévens,  qeiboutvos Kal Oepioel. 
«ol ó otteipwv èm’ evAoyiais, 
m’ evAoylais Kal Oepice. 7 Exa- 
otos ka8os Tpoaipsitat Ti Kap- 
Sig, wh ik Aúmns f| i6 óAváykng 


gsi- 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


5Proinde necessarium arbitratus sum 
adhortari fratres, vt prius accederent 
ad vos, et praepararent iam ante 
promissam bonam collationem ve- 
stram, vt ea sit in promptu, sic tan- 
quam bona collatio, et non tanquam 
fraudatio. 

éIllud autem dico: Qui sementem 
facit parce, is parce messurus est. Et 
qui sementem facit, libenter ac beni- 
gne largiendo, copiose messurus est: 
7ynusquisque secundum propositum 
cordis, non ex molestia aut necessitate: 


9,5 avaykaiov C-E: avaxyatov A B | mpokarnyysApevny A-D: npokrarnyynànevny E | 
6 oeiSopevoos geibopevos B-E: peiSopeveas A | alt. Qepiosı B-E: Oepeice: A 


5 collationem B-E: collectam A | 


collatio B-E: collecta A | 


fraudatio B-E: auaritia A | 


6 dico B-E (ital): dico A (rom.) | sementem facit parce, is parce C-E: seminat parciter, parciter 
etA B | alt. sementem facit C-E: seminat A B | libenter ... copiose C-E: in benedictionibus, in 
benedictionibus et Æ, in benignis collationibus, in benignis collationibus et B | 7 necessitate E: 


ex necessitate A-D 


2816, and also X © D 0209 and about 560 
later mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 2, pp. 673-6). See Annot. This textual dis- 
crepancy invites the question of whether these 
words were added later so as to harmonise with 
2 Cor. 11,17, or whether they were originally 
part of the text but were accidentally omitted 
by a few scribes. The phrase could be seen as 
appropriate to the present context, in view 
of the use of Kowynua in vs. 3. Manetti and 
Lefèvre both added gloriationis (Manetti placing 
it before substantia). 


5 Proinde necessarium &vay«aiov obv (“necessa- 
rium ergo" Vg.). See on Act. 11,17. Lefèvre put 
Necessarium itaque. 


5 arbitratus sum iyyno&unv (“existimaui” Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 7,26. The rendering of Lefévre 
was duxi. 


5 adbortari TapakaAtoa (“rogare” Vg.). See 
on 1 Cor. 4,16. Lefèvre proposed Portari. 


5 prius accederent Tpotðwoiv (“praeueniant” 
Vg). Erasmus may have felt that accedo was 
more generally applicable to the whole journey 
which was to be undertaken, whereas praeuenio 
related more narrowly to the moment of arrival, 
sometimes having the sense of “forestall” or 
"anticipate". He retains praeuenio for the same 


Greek verb at Mc. 6,33. See Annot. Erasmus also 
substitutes imperfect for present subjunctive, 
to match the Greek aorist tense. Ambrosiaster 
had precederent. 


5 praepararent npokataptiowo: (“praeparent” 
Vg.). See the previous note, for Erasmus’ use 
of the imperfect subjunctive. His rendering was 
the same as that of Ambrosiaster. 


5 iam ante promissam mpoxatny yeApevny (“re- 
promissam" Vg.). Erasmus conveys the force of 
the Greek prefix, Trpo-. See Annot. The version 
of Lefévre had ante promissam. 


5 bonam collationem ... bona collatio esAoyiav ... 
evAoyiav ("benedictionem ... benedictionem" 
Vg.; "bonam collectam ... bona collecta" 1516). 
See on 1 Cor. 16,1, and Annot. The use of collecta 
in 1516 was in accordance with Vulgate usage 
in rendering Aoyía at 1 Cor. 16,1-2. 


5 vestram uuo (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion has little support other than cod. D*. See 
Annot. Erasmus’ rendering agrees with that of 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre (except that 
Lefèvre had the word-order banc vestram bene- 
dictionem). 


5 vt ea sit in promptu Tastny &roiunv. elvan 
("hanc paratam esse" Vg.). Erasmus avoids the 
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infinitive of purpose. See Annot. The adoption 
of in promptu is in accord with the Vulgate ren- 
dering of &v &roiuc at 2 Cor. 10,6. Manetti had 
paratam esse, omitting banc. Lefèvre put banc ... 
in promptu fore. 

5 tanquam (twice) as ... SoTrep (“quasi” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 9,32, and Annot. The adoption of 
coTep in the Erasmian text is supported by 
hardly any mss, apart from cod. 2815. This 
poorly attested reading remained in the Textus 
Receptus. Most mss. have cos (twice), and this 
is how Erasmus cited the text in 1516 Annot. 
Both Manetti and Lefévre had vt (twice). 


5 et non xoà ph (“non” Vg.). The Vulgate cor- 
responds with the omission of kai in 944 N * 
F G. Cf. Annot. The version of Manetti made 
the same correction as Erasmus. 


5 fraudatio mheoveĝiav (“auaritiam” Vg.; "aua- 
ritia” 1516). Erasmus usually retains auaritia 
from the Vulgate. In Annot., he argues that the 
Greek word, in this context, refers to the re- 
cipients rather than the donors of the collected 
money. 


6 Illud Toto (“Hoc” Vg). Erasmus uses 
illud to refer to a following statement: see on 
Rom. 6,6. 


6 dico. Erasmus retains this word from the late 
Vulgate, together with some Vulgate mss., in 
order to supply a main verb. As it is not ex- 
plicitly supported by the Greek text, he places 
it in italics (or smaller letters) in his 1519-35 
editions. See Annot. This passage was listed 
in the 1527 edition of the Quae Sint Addita. 
Lefèvre substituted est. 


6 qui sementem facit parce ... qui sementem facit 
6 oTrtípowv oeiBouévos ... ó oTreípov (“qui 
parce seminat ... qui seminat" Vg.; "qui semi- 
nat parciter ... qui seminat" 1516-19). A similar 
substitution of sementem facio occurs at Lc. 8,5 
(1519). Usually Erasmus retains semino. Possibly 
he wished to recall to mind the proverbial vt 
sementem feceris, ita metes, as quoted by Cicero 
(De Oratore 2, 261): see also Adag., ASD Il, 2, 
pp. 297-8. His rendering is closer to the Greek 
word-order. The word parciter, adopted in 1516, 
was rare in classical usage, by comparison with 
parce. 


6 is parce paSopévess kaí (“parce et" Vg.; “par- 
citer et" 1516-19). Erasmus is less literal here, 
though by using zs, he is able to retain the 
chiastic structure of the sentence and at the 
same time avoid the doubled parce parce. For 
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parciter, used in 1516, see the previous note. 
The 1516 omission of qeiBou£vos (once) is no 
more than a printer's error, not supported by 
Erasmus' Basle mss. 


6 messurus est (twice) Qepícet (^metet" Vg.). For 
Erasmus' preference for the future participle, 
see on Rom. 2,6. 

6 libenter ac benigne largiendo, copiose èt? eüAoyi- 
ais, êm’ eWAoyians Kai (“in benedictionibus, de 
benedictionibus et” Vg.; “in benedictionibus, 
in benedictionibus et” 1516; “in benignis col- 
lationibus, in benignis collationibus et” 1519). 
Erasmus, in 1522, adopts a form of paraphrase, 
designed to elucidate the meaning of evAoyia, 
and to provide a clearer contrast with pel5ope- - 
vos or parce. See Annot., and for the use of 
collatio in 1519, see on 1 Cor. 16,1. In leaving 
Kai untranslated, the 1522 rendering was less 
precise: to match his use of parce earlier in the 
verse, Erasmus might have been expected to 
put is copiose here. Lefèvre made the same 
change as in Erasmus' 1516 edition, changing 
de to in, so as to correct the Vulgate inconsistency 
of prepositions. 


7 secundum propositum cordis Kx®as vpooapei- 
Tai TH KapSig ("prout destinauit in corde suo” 
late Vg.). As indicated in Ænnot. (in which he 
incorrectly cites cos instead of kac), Erasmus’ 
more free rendering follows the wording of 
Ambrosiaster, changing verb to noun. The Vul- 
gate possibly reflects a Greek text substituting 
Tpotpnta for tpoaiperta, as in codd. X B 
C FG and a few other mss., though the Vulgate 
additions of in and suo lack explicit Greek ms. 
support. Erasmus' use of the present tense, in 
his Greek text, is based on codd. 2815 and 
2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
D 048 and most later mss. The version of 
Manetti had sicut preelegit in corde, and Lefèvre 
vt proponit in corde. 

7 molestia NOTHs ("tristitia Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at 1 Petr. 2,19, and Eras- 
mus also has this rendering at Hebr. 12,11. For 
his complete removal of tristitia, see on Job. 
16,6. 


7 necessitate 5€ — &vóykns (“ex necessitate" 
1516-27 - Vg). It is uncertain whether this 
omission of ex in 1535 was accidental, or 
whether Erasmus had decided that the repetition 
of ex was superfluous. Cf. Annot., where he 
criticises the recommendation of ex indigentia 
given by Valla Annot. The versions of Ambrosi- 
aster and Manetti similarly omitted ex. 
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iAapov yap 8óTnv åyarã 6 ðeós. 5u- 
vatos 5é ó beds rr&cav ydolv TrepicceU- 
coi els Uus, iva £v mavti Tr&cav atrtdp- 
KELQV EXOVTES, TrEpiOOEUT)TE Els Tr&v Épyov 
àyaðóv: ?kaðas yéypatrta, 'Eokópmni- 
gev, ÉGcoke TOIS Trévrigiv, fj Sikairocúvn 
av ToU uéver eis Tov aiddva. Vó BE èm- 
Xopnyóv oTépua TH otteipovti, Kai 
&ptov eis Bpdoi yopryijoa, Kal TAN- 
Sivan Tov omópov Upav, kai odtfjooi 
TH yevvhuara Tis 81| katocuvns Gudv, 
Ney mavri mAouTI~éuevot, els r&cav 
ÅTAÓTITA, TIS kcrepyáGeroa 8v fuv 
evyapiotiay Té Oe. "5m fj BiaKo- 
vía Tfjg Aertoupyias TaUTns oU uóvov 
toti TrpocavarmrAnpoOoa Tà ÜoTtpr)ua- 
Ta td&v åyiwv, &AA& kal TrepicoeUouca 


9 Bikoiocuvn A C-E: S:axa1ocuvn B 


9 seculum C-E: saeculum A B | 
prouentum 4 | 11 nos B-E: vos 4 


7 nam hilarem ihapov yáp ("hilarem enim" 
Vg.). See on Joh. 3,34. 


8 efficere, vt totum beneficium in vos exuberet ... 
exuberetis v&cav yap Trepiooevoa els Yas 

. TtepicoeUn re (“omnem gratiam abundare 
facere in vobis .. abundetis" Vg). Erasmus 
avoids the double infinitive by changing the 
construction. In substituting vos for vobis, he 
is more accurate: see Annot. See further on Act. 
3,12 for efficto; Iob. 8,2 for totus, 2 Cor. 4,15 for 
beneficium; and on Rom. 3,7 for exubero. Valla 
Annot. suggested replacing abundare facere by 
suppeditare. Manetti had vt omnem gratiam abun- 
dare faciat in vobis ... abundetis. 


8 omnem T&cav ("semper omnem" Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects the addition of rrávro'e before 
Tr&cav (2nd.), as found in codd. 1, 2815, 2816 
and nearly all other mss. Erasmus' omission of 
TrávTOoTE is based on cod. 2817, supported by 
cod. 2105, but by few other mss. apart from 
F G. See Annot. 


9 quemadmodum xo®es (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre had vt. 


9 seculum tov aidva ("saeculum saeculi" late 
Vg.) The late Vulgate corresponds with the 
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nam hilarem datorem diligit deus. 
* Potens est autem deus efficere, vt to- 
tum beneficium in vos exuberet: vt in 
omnibus omnem sufficientiam haben- 
tes, exuberetis in omne opus bonum, 
? quemadmodum scriptum est: Disper- 
sit, dedit pauperibus, iustitia eius ma- 
net in seculum. "Porro qui suppe- 
ditat semen se|minanti, is et panem 
in cibum suppeditet, et multiplicet 
sementem vestram, et augeat prouen- 
tus iustitiae vestrae, “vt in omnibus 
locupletemini, in omnem simplicita- 
tem, quae per nos efficit, vt gratiae 
agantur deo. Nam functio huius 
ministerii non solum supplet ea quae 
desunt sanctis, verum etiam exuberat 


10 semen B-E: om. A | is B-E: om. A | prouentus B-E: 


addition of tod aldvos in codd. F G and some 
other mss. See Annot. The same change was 
made by Manetti. The earlier Vulgate, Ambro- 
siaster and Lefévre put aeternum. 


10 Porro qui ó 66 ("Qui autem” Vg.). See on 
lob. 8,16. 


10 suppeditat ... suppeditet EmryopnyOv ... Xopn- 
yñoa ("administrat ... praestabit" Vg.). Cod. 
2815 had ywpnydav ... Xcopnytjoot, with little 
other ms. support. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus 
cited the text as yopnydv ... xopnyñoa. The 
Vulgate future tense may reflect the replacement 
of xopnyfioo: by yopnyńosı, as in P“ N * B 
C D* and about twenty other mss. In using 
xopnyñoa (or -hoa), Erasmus follows cod. 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
N orr vid Door E G and about 540 other mss. (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 676-80). 
A similar substitution of suppedito for administro 
occurs in rendering xopnyéco at 1 Petr. 4,11. 
See further on Act. 20,34, and Annot. For the 
accentuation of yopnyñoa, see on TANOUvan, 
below. The rendering of Erasmus is the same 
as that of Lefèvre. Valla Annot. suggested ministrat 
» ministret. 
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10 semen ottépua (omitted in 1516 Lat.). The 
omission of semen from the 1516 rendering, 
in conflict with the adjacent Greek text, was 
probably caused by a typesetting error. 

10 is et xai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). By inserting zs, 
Erasmus ensures that the verb xopnyñoa is 
applied to &ptov rather than the following 
cTrópov. 


10 in cibum els Bpow (“ad manducandum" 
Vg.). Erasmus is more literal here. For his 
avoidance of manduco, see also on Joh. 4,31, and 
Annot. The same change was proposed by Valla 
Annot. and Lefèvre, while Manetti put ad cibum. 


10 multiplicet .. augeat vAn0Uvoa ... aoa 
(“multiplicabit ... augebit” Vg.) The Vulgate 
reflects the substitution of mrAn8uvel ... athos, 
with support from codd. %* B C D* (cf. also 
TAnbuvei ... avEioot in P“, and mAn6Uvoi 
... aùẸhosi in F G): see above on xopnyfjoon, 
and Annot. It can also be observed that Erasmus 
accentuates the three Greek verbs as infinitives 
rather than as optatives, though the meaning 
is the same in this context. The original reading 
of the 1516 text was, inconsistently, yopnytoat 
... TAnBUvar ... av§rjoai (optative, infinitive, 
optative), exactly as in cod. 2817. In the 1516 
errata, Erasmus, or an assistant, chose to accen- 
tuate the first and last of these as infinitives, 
xopnyijoa and aùñoa, to conform with 
TÀn8Uvar: thereby coinciding with cod. 2816. 
In codd. 1 and 2815% vá, it is -4oon ... -0voa 
-.. “hoa, and in cod. 2105 -ñoa ... -úval ... 
-fjoci The same change of rendering was 
adopted by Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. 


10 sementem tov oTrópov ("semen" Vg.). This 
change is consistent with the Vulgate translation 
of o1Trópos at Mc. 4,26, though Erasmus uses 
semen at that passage from 1522 onwards, and 
he also retains semen for ovrópos at Lc. 8,5, 11. 
At Mc. 4,27, he substitutes seges. At the present 
passage, the reason for the change is the need 
to distinguish ottépos from otépya, which 
occurs earlier in the verse. It is possible that 
the Vulgate followed a text which had orrópov 
in both parts of this verse. 


10 prouentus tà yevviuara ("incrementa fru- 
gum" Vg.; “prouentum” 1516 Lat.). The Vulgate 
use of incrementum as well as augeo constitutes 
a redundant double rendering of av€dveo. The 
spelling yevviyata was derived from cod. 
2815, in company with cod. 2816. In codd. 
1, 2105, 2817 and most other mss., it is yevt)- 
pata, as correctly cited in Valla Annot., Lefèvre 
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and 1516 Annot. Elsewhere Erasmus sometimes 
prefers to use fructus for y&(v)vnua, replacing 
genimen at Mt. 26,29 (1519); Me. 14,25, and 
replacing generatio at Lc. 22,18. See Annot. The 
rendering proposed by Valla Annot., Manetti 
and Lefèvre was genimina. 


11 locupletemini tAouTiZopevor ("locupletati 
abundetis” Vg). Again the Vulgate offers a 
redundant double rendering. For Erasmus’ treat- 
ment of TrAouTiZoo elsewhere, see on 1 Cor. 1,5, 
and for his removal of abundo, see on Rom. 3,7. 
See also Annot. Erasmus’ wording agrees with 
that of Ambrosiaster (1492). In Valla Annot., 
the suggested rendering was Jocupletati or dite- 
scentes, omitting abundetis, and the first of these 
alternatives was adopted by Manetti. Lefévre 
put diuites sitis. 

11 per nos efficit ocvepy áteroa 8v. fjacov (“opera- 
tur per nos" Vg.; "per vos efficit" 1516 Lat.). 
The Vulgate is more literal as to the word-order. 
The substitution of efficio for operor in rendering 
this Greek verb also occurs at Jac. 1,20. For 
Erasmus’ removal of operor, see also on Rom. 
1,27; 7,5. The substitution of vos for nos in 
1516 may have been influenced by the presence 
of úuæv in cod. 2815, together with cod. 2105, 
and also C^?" and a few later mss. 


11 vt gratiae agantur eUyapioTíav (“gratiarum 
actionem" Vg.). Erasmus achieves greater clarity 
by changing the construction. A comparable 
substitution of verb for noun occurs at 2 Cor. 
4,15. 


12 Nam &n ("Quoniam" Vg). See on Act. 
11,24. Lefévre had quia. 


12 functio huius ministerii ġ BioKovia Tis ^ei- 
Tovpyías tauTns (ministerium huius officii" 
Vg.). Erasmus retains officium for Aeitoupyia 
at Le. 1,23, and also substitutes officium for 
obsequium in rendering the same Greek word at 
Phil. 2,30. By using ministerium for Aevroupyíao 
here, and retaining ministerium for bakovía in 
vs. 13, he obscures the difference of meaning 
between the two. That he regarded these words 
as being virtually indistinguishable is also shown 
by his suggested rendering in Annot., where he 
has administratio buius ministerii. Lefèvre put 
ministratio buius obsequii. 

12 verum etiam &XAà Kai ("sed etiam" Vg.). See 
on Job. 15,24. Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre put 
sed et. 


12 exuberat. nepiocevouoa (“abundat” Vg). 
See on Rom. 3,7. Lefévre had redundat. One ms. 
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Sik WoAAdv tüyapicTelv TH Oeo, 
Bb5iX Tis Sokis SioKovias Tav- 
TNS, SofdGovtes tov Oedv eri TH 
Umotayf Tfj; dyodoylas Updv eis 
TÒ evayyéAiov tol Xpiotot, Kai 
é&mAÓTnTi THs KoIveovias eis aUToUs 
Kal elg Távras, “ai atrdv Seh- 
oe UTrép Updyv, émtüTOÉOUvTOV Upds 
Six Tijv ÜmepBóAAoucav ydpiv ToU 
Geol èp Univ.  Pyápig 88 TH Ged 
&mi Ti avexdinytto avtot Spec. 
1 Autos 5E iya llaUAos mapa- 

KoAc  Uüg&s Sik Tfjg Tmpgó- 
Trtos kai memelas ToU  XpicToU, 
6s KaT& Tpdcwirov pv TATEIVÒSŞ 
tv Uyiv, atrav 9t Bappd els wpa. 
2Séopar È TO uÀ mapov Bappňoa 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


in hoc, quod per multos agantur 
gratiae deo, qui per probationem 
ministerii huius, glorificant deum su- 
per obedientia consensus vestri in 
euangelium Christi, et de simplici- 
tate communicationis in ipsos, et 
in omneis, “et in illorum oratio- 
ne pro vobis, qui desiderant vos 
propter eminentem gratiam dei in 
vobis. P Gratia autem deo super in- 


enarrabili suo munere. 

1 Caeterum ipse ego Paulus 
obsecro vos per lenitatem et 

mansuetudinem Christi, qui iuxta fa- 

ciem quidem humilis sum inter vos, 

absens tamen audax sum erga vos. 

^ Rogo autem vos, ne praesens audeam 


12 evyapiotew A B C* D* E*: evyopioriov C™ Drs Ens 


13 super B-E: in A | de B-E: om. A | ipsos B-E: illos A | 14 desiderant C-E: desyderant 
videre A, desyderant B | 15 inenarrabili B-E: inerrabili A 


of Manetti's version (Pal Lat. 45) put supplet; 
the other ms. (Urb. Lat. 6) omitted the words 
actionem deo ... gratiarum in vss. 11-12, through 
an error of homoeoteleuton at the start of a 
new page. 

12 in hoc, quod per multos agantur gratiae Sià 
Tov evyapioteiv ("per multas gratiarum 
actiones" Vg.). Erasmus derives eùxapioteïv 
from cod. 2817, with little other ms. support. 
The Vulgate follows a text replacing eUxapioeiv 
with evyapiotidy, as found in nearly all mss. 
Erasmus acknowledged the existence of this 
other reading in 1519 Annot., and when he also 
saw that it was used by the 1518 Aldine Bible, 
he elevated evyapiotidv to the margin of his 
1522-35 editions of the Greek text. 


12 deo 16) bec (“in domino" Vg). The Vulgate 
rendering lacks Greek ms. support. See Annot. 
The version of Manetti made the same change 
as Erasmus, while Ambrosiaster put i» deo, and 
Lefèvre in deum. 

13 qui... glorificant 5oE&Covtes (^... glorificantes" 
Vg.). Erasmus clarifies the meaning by connec- 
ting 50€4Zovtes with those who, in vs. 12, gave 
thanks to God. In the Vulgate, the subject of 


glorificantes, less intelligibly, would appear to be 
gratiarum actiones. Lefèvre also put glorificant, 
but did not insert qui. 


13 BieKovias. The omission of ts before ia- 
kovias, in all of Erasmus’ editions, seems to 
have no ms. support, and was possibly caused 
by a printer’s error. 


13 super Evi (“in” 1516 =Vg.). See on Act. 
13,10. 


13 consensus vestri TiS óuoAoyias Guo (“con- 
fessionis vestrae" Vg.). Erasmus retains confessio 
at Hebr. 3,1; 10,23, while substituting professio 
in rendering the same Greek word at 1 7im. 
6,12-13; Hebr. 4,14 (all in 1519). In the present 
context, which has more to do with practical 
Christian charity than statements of belief, 
Erasmus felt that consensu was more appropri- 
ate. In Annot, he interprets UmoTayt| Tis 
dpodoylas as the equivalent of “unanimous 
obedience", and raises objections to Lefévre's 
transposition of obedientia confessionis into con- 
fessione subiectionis. 


13 in euangelium els tO ebayyéAiov (“in euan- 
gelio” late Vg.). The late Vulgate use of the 
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ablative lacks explicit Greek ms. support. Ma- 
netti made the same correction as Erasmus. 

13 desimplicitate &mAóvm ( simplicitate" 1516 
= Vg.). By adding de, Erasmus makes clear the 
connection of &mAóTnm with the earlier èri. 
Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre had im simplicitate. 
Manetti's version incorrectly put simplicitatem, 
which would correspond with é&rAóTnTa. 


13 communicationis Ths kowcowiag (“commu- 
nicationis vestrae" late Vg.). The late Vulgate 
addition lacks Greek ms. support. In omitting 
vestrae, Erasmus agreed with the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. In Lefévre’s 
rendering, communionis was further substituted 
for communicationis. 


13 ipsos atrrous (“illos” 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus 
substitutes a reflexive pronoun to show that 
it refers back to the subject of glorificant. Ma- 
netti anticipated this change, while Lefévre put 
eos. 


13 omneis wávras (“omnes” Vg). See on 
2 Cor. 2,5. 


14 illorum .. qui desiderant ovt@v ... Èm- 
Tro8oUvrov ("ipsorum ... desiderantium" Vg.; 
"illorum ... qui desyderant videre" 1516). For 
the removal of ipse, see on Rom. 1,20. In 1519, 
Erasmus reintroduces ipse at an earlier point, 
by substituting zpsos for illos in vs. 13. His 
addition of videre in 1516 was prompted by 
Ambrosiaster, who inserted videre after desideran- 
tium vos (not after desiderantium, as incorrectly 
quoted by Erasmus in Ænnot.). Lefèvre put 
eorum ... bene affectorum ad. 


14 oratione Set\oa ("obsecratione" Vg.). A simi- 
lar change, in 1516 only, occurs at 1 Tim. 5,5, 
in accordance with Vulgate usage at 2 Cor. 1,11; 
Phil. 1,19; 2 Tim. 1,3. In rendering 8énocis at 
other passages in 1516, Erasmus sometimes 
replaced obsecratio by deprecatio (see on Rom. 
10,1). In 1519, this was one of only two pas- 
sages where Erasmus allowed oratio to remain 
in the translation, in the sense of “prayer”, as 
he usually replaced it by precatio or deprecatio: 
see on Act. 1,14. Ambrosiaster had orationes, 
Manetti deprecatione, and Lefèvre supplicatione 
(placed after pro vobis). 

14 Gudv. Codd. 2815 and 2816 read fuv, 
together with N * B and a few later mss. 

15 Gratia x&pig ("Gratias ago" late Vg.). See 
on 2 Cor. 8,16, and Annot. The same change 
was made by Manetti, while Lefèvre began the 
sentence with Sit autem gratia. 
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15 autem Sé (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by P“ ~N * B C* D* F G 048 and 
a few later mss. In 1516 Annot., in a note which 
was misplaced in ch. 10, Erasmus omitted &£ 
from his citation of this passage. His continu- 
ous Greek text follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
alongside 1, 2105, 2816, with N°" Ce Der 
Td 0209 and most later mss. Both Manetti and 
Lefévre added autem (see the previous note for 


Lef&vre's word-order). 


15 suo munere cy ToO Bwpeds (“dono eius" Vg.). 
Usually Erasmus puts donum for Spec, except 
at one passage where he prefers donatio (Eph. 
4,7). For the distinction of meaning between 
donum and munus, see Valla Elegantiae, VI, 39; 
Erasmus Paraphr. in Eleg. Laur. Vallae, ASD 
I, 4, p. 278, ll. 976-979. 

10,1 Caeterum ipse Autos Sé ("Ipse autem" 
Vg.). See on Act. 6,2. Lefèvre began the sentence 
with Ego autem ipse. 

1 lenitatem vf|s TEASTHTOS ("mansuetudinem" 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 4,21. 

1 mansuetudinem tmeixelas ("modestiam" Vg.). 
See on Act. 24,4. In Annot., Erasmus also 
suggests comitatem, facilitatem and humanita- 
tem. Lefèvre substituted clementiam. 

1 iuxta faciem xoà mpóccrmov (“in facie” 
Vg.). Erasmus similarly uses iuxta faciem instead 
of in faciem at Gal. 2,11 (1516 only). He follows 
the Vulgate in rendering this Greek phrase by 
ante faciem at Lc. 2,31, and by praesentes at Act. 
25,16, but uses in conspectu at Act. 3,13 (see ad 
loc); 2 Cor. 10,7; and palam at Gal. 2,11 (1519). 
See Annot. The version of Lefévre put secundum 
faciem, consistent with the Vulgate rendering of 
Karr& tpdcwrrov in vs. 7. 


1 tamen 6€ (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 


1 audax sum ®appd (“confido” Vg.). Since 
Erasmus also uses audax sum for toAydeo in 
vs. 2, he in effect removes any difference of 
meaning between ToApde and 8appéo. See on 
2 Cor. 5,6, and Annot. The version of Lefévre 
replaced humilis ... confido with humilis videor ... 
audere. 


1 erga vos sis ous (“in vobis" Vg.). Erasmus 
is more accurate. See on Act. 3,25, and Annot. 
The rendering of Lefèvre was in vos. 


2 autem vos 6€. Erasmus follows the late Vulgate 
in adding vos, as an object for rogo. Cf. Annot. 
The added pronoun was deleted by Manetti 
and Lefèvre. In Lefévre’s version, inquam was 
further substituted for autem. 
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Ti) Tetro8tjoe, fj AoyiZoyat ToAufj- 
oat étri tivas Tos AoyiJopévous uðs 
cx KaT& cépka TeprmoroUvras èv 
capkl yàp TreprrooUvTes, oU KaT& 
cápka otpateudpeba.  *Trà yap Óm- 
Aa tis otpateias fjuóv oU ocapkiká, 
CAAG BSuvarà TH 886) mpòs Kabai- 
peciv Sxupwudteav, AoyicuoUs kað- 
oipoUvTes, kai r&v yopa étraipd- 
Mevov kar& TS yvMoews ToU Hot, 
xoi aixpoAcTiGovres trav vonua eis 
Tv UraKxoty ToU XpicToU, | koi 
év étoipe ÉxovTes é&kOikfjcai Trácav 
Trapakony, Órav TmÀnpo8fj ópóv ý 
Ümrakor). 


10,3 ov B-E; ovk A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


ea fiducia, qua cogito audax fuisse in 
quosdam, qui putant nos veluti secun- 
dum carnem ambulare: ? nam in carne 
ambulantes, non secundum carnem 
militamus. ‘Siquidem arma militiae 
nostrae non carnalia sunt, sed potentia 
deo, ad demolitionem munitionum, 
quibus consilia demolimur, ?et om- 
nem celsitudinem quae extollitur ad- 
uersus cognitionem dei, et captiuam 
ducimus | omnem cogitationem ad 
obediendum Christo, fet in promptu 
habemus vindictam aduersus omnem 
inobedientiam, quum impleta fuerit 
vestra obedientia. 


10,2 cogito E: existimor A-D | 4 sunt B-E: om. A | consilia B-E: munitiones 4 | 5 extol- 
litur B-E: sustollitur 4 | cognitionem B-E: scientiam 4 | ducimus A B D E: dicimus C | 
ad obediendum Christo B-E: in obedientiam Christi 4 | 6 aduersus B-E: in A | inobedien- 


tiam 4° B-E: obedientiam A* 


2 ea fiducia tij memoidhos ("per eam confiden- 
tiam" Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 1,15 for fiducia. By 
removing per, Erasmus gives a more literal ren- 
dering. Cf. Ambrosiaster, per fiduciam. Lefèvre 
put ea confidentia. 

2 cogito A\oyiZouan ("existimor" 1516-27 = late 
Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg""; "existimo" 
some Vg. mss., with Vg"). See on Rom. 2,3, and 
Annot. The late Vulgate rendering creates an 
inconsistency between AoyiZouc, here treated 
as a passive, and AoyiZopévous, only a few 
words later, treated as being in the middle 
voice. Manetti put existimo, and Lefèvre putor. 


2 audax fuisse voAut4ocn ("audere" Vg.). Usually 
Erasmus retains audeo for Touw: see on vs. 1 
for the removal of any distinction here between 
ToAu&c and 6appéc. One way of indicating 
a small difference of meaning would have been 
to leave audere unchanged at this point, but to 
replace audeam by audax sim in rendering @ap- 
pfjcot earlier in the verse. A further problem 
affecting the 1535 translation of the passage 
is that, after the replacement of existimor by 
cogito, Erasmus’ use of the perfect infinitive, 
fuisse, is inconsistent with his exposition in 


Annot., where he understands Paul as warning 
of the “boldness” which he would use in the 
future, and not merely as speaking of the past. 
2 qui putant tous AoyiGouévous (“qui arbi- 
trantur” Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus also suggests 
using cogitant or aestimant. He does not elsewhere 
use puto for Aoyičopon, though he sometimes 
has reputo: cf. on Rom. 2,3, and see on cogito, 
above. Lefévre put qui arbitrati sunt. 


2 veluti os (“tanquam” Vg.). See on Rom. 3,7. 
In Annot., Erasmus suggests quasi. Lefèvre had 
perinde ac. 


2 ambulare rrepyrrocroüvras (“ambulemus” Vg.). 
By substituting the infinitive, Erasmus adopts 
a more elegant construction, which was offered 
by Ambrosiaster. À more literal translation, 
using a present participle, results in ambiguity, 
though this did not deter Manetti and Lefévre 
from putting ambulantes. 


3 nam in carne tv capki yàp ("In carne enim" 
Vg.). See on Job. 3,34. Erasmus again has the 
same wording as Ambrosiaster. 


3 non ov (“non tamen" Vg. 1527). The addi- 
tion of tamen in the 1527 Vulgate column, 
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following the Froben Vulgate of 1514, lacks 
Greek ms. support. Erasmus' rendering agrees 
with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefévre (both columns). 


4 Siquidem yao (“Nam” Vg.). See on Ioh. 3,34; 
4,47. Ambrosiaster and Manetti began the sen- 
tence with Arma enim. 


4 non carnalia sunt où capxiká (“non carnalia" 


1516 = Vg. mss.). In 1516, Erasmus was more 
literal in omitting the verb, in agreement with 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


4 demolitionem ... demolimur xc®aipeciv 
Kafoupotivtes ("destructionem ... destruentes" 
Vg.). The substitution of demolitio, which was 
prompted by Valla Annot., has a more specific 
application to the present context, referring to 
the pulling down of something which has been 
built up. Erasmus is content with destructio in 
vs. 8, and also at 2 Cor. 13,10. For demolior, see 
on Act. 6,14. By using the present indicative, 
first person plural, Erasmus clarifies the mean- 
ing, as the masculine participle (both in Greek 
and in Latin) here lacks an explicit subject. See 
Annot. The version of Lefèvre had euerstonem ... 
subuertimus. 


4 quibus (Vg. omits) Erasmus' addition is 
designed to connect arma with demolimur, 
though it results in some ambiguity as the 
reader is likely, at first, to misunderstand guibus 
as relating to the immediately preceding noun, 
munitionum. Yn Annot., Erasmus is more explicit, 
putting quibus armis. 


4 consilia NoyioyuoUs (“munitiones” 1516 Lat.). 
The 1516 rendering was undoubtedly a misprint, 
influenced by the proximity of munitionum. 
From Annot., it appears that what Erasmus in- 
tended in 1516 was cogitationes, used by Am- 
brosiaster, Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. In 1519, 
Erasmus restored the Vulgate reading, consilia, 
possibly so as to preserve a distinction between 
Aoyicuós and vónpo, which is rendered by 
cogitatio in vs. 5. 


5 celsitudinem Syooua (“altitudinem” Vg.). The 
more emphatic term celsitudo does not occur 
elsewhere in Erasmus’ N.T. It was relatively 
uncommon in classical authors, but was used 
in later Latin to refer to persons of high rank. 
The adoption of this word contributed to an 
elegant alliterative sequence: cogitationes (in 1516 
Annot.) ... celsitudinem ... captiuam ... cogitationem 
.. Christo, enhanced in 1519 by the substitution 
of cognitionem for scientiam. 


10,2 - 6 413 
5 quae extollitur trraipdpevov (“extollentem se” 
Vg; “quae sustollitur" 1516). Erasmus here 
preserves the ambiguity of the Greek participle, 
which can be understood in either a passive or 
a reflexive sense. However, at 2 Cor. 11,20, ren- 
dering éraipetat, he substitutes attollit sese for 
extollitur. In Annot. on the present passage, he 
suggests using znsurgentem or qui attollitur. In 
1516, sustollitur was perhaps adopted for allitera- 
tive effect, in conjunction with scientiam. Eras- 
mus elsewhere uses sustollo for &maípoo at 1 Tim. 
2,8, and for &aipeo at 1 Cor. 5,13 (1516 only). 
Lefévre put eleuatam. 


5 cognitionem tijs yvoxoscos ("scientiam" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 2,20. The same change was 
made by Lefèvre. 


5 captiuam ducimus alypodortiCovtes (“in capti- 
uitatem redigentes" Vg.). This substitution avoids 
the more cumbersome prepositional phrase, 
and is consistent with Vulgate usage in render- 
ing alypoAotiZe at Le. 21,24, and alya- 
teww at Eph. 4,8; 2 Tim. 3,6. Erasmus retains 
in captiuitatem duco for alypadwoiav ouváyo 
at Ap. Iob. 13,10. See also on Rom. 7,23 for his 
use of captiuum reddo. Manetti adopted the non- 
classical word, captiuantes, in accordance with 
Vulgate usage at Rom. 7,23, while Lefèvre had 
in captiuitatem redigimus. 


5 cogitationem vonua (“intellectum” Vg.). This 
change is consistent with Vulgate usage at 
2 Cor. 2,11, though in rendering the same 
Greek word at 2 Cor. 4,4; Phil. 4,7, Erasmus 
prefers sensus. See on 2 Cor. 4,4, and see also 
Annot. Elsewhere he occasionally uses intellectus 
for vols and owveors. Lefèvre put intelligentiam. 


5 ad obediendum Christo eis Thv makov TOU 
Xpiotov (“in obsequium Christi” Vg.; “in obe- 
dientiam Christi” 1516). In Annot., Erasmus 
omits Thv, contrary to his Basle mss. His ren- 
dering is more literal here, but clearer, as he 
prevents Christi from being misunderstood as 
a subjective genitive. See on Rom. 1,5. The 
version of Lefévre had the same rendering as 
Erasmus’ 1516 edition (cf. Ambrosiaster, ad 
obedientiam Christi). 


6 babemus čyovres (“habentes” Vg.). See on de 
molimur in vs. 4. Lefévre made the same change. 


6 vindictam aduersus 5xBwijoon (“vicisci” Vg.; 
"vindictam in" 1516). Erasmus is less literal, 
in substituting noun for verb. He perhaps 
considered vindicta more suitable, as imply- 
ing punishment and not only revenge. This 
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7Tà karà TpócoTov pAémere; ef 
Tis emoev auté, XpicToU elvan, 
ToUTo AoyiGéobw TaAw dq’ tauTtoŬ, 


671 Kabas attés XpicToU, ots 
kal peïs Xpiotod. Sèáv te yàp 
Koi Tepioodotepdy Ti  Kauyfjocpat 


mepi Tijg e&ovoias fiv, fis &Bcoxev 
ó kxüpios tiv eis olkoðopńv, Kai 
oùk eis kaOaípsciv Úuðv, oU KAT- 
eicxuvOroouo, iva uù Sófw cx 
äv éxpoPeiv Uuds Sid TvV émoto- 
Adv Vör ai piv &moroAol, ono, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


7Quae in conspectu sunt, videtis? 
Si quis de se ipso confidit, quod 
Christi sit, illud rursum perpendat 
ex se ipso, quod quemadmodum 
ipse Christi est, ita et nos Christi 
sumus. ®Nam si et amplius quip- 
piam glorier de potestate nostra, 
quam dedit dominus nobis in aedi- 
ficationem, et non in destructionem 
vestri, non pudefiam,  ?ne videar 
ceu perterrefacere vos per episto- 
las. "Nam epistolae quidem, inquit, 


7 alt. ypiotou B-E: yppotou A | npes B-E: upes A | 8 ov B-E: ouk A 


7 Quae A* B-E: Quae fuit A^. | videtis? B-E: videte. A 


establishes a clearer link with 2 Cor. 7,11, where 
Erasmus followed the Vulgate in using vindicta 
for &kBíknois. Ambrosiaster put vindicare, and 
Lefèvre vlcisci posse. 


7 Quae Tå ("Quae fuit" 1516 Lat., errata). The 
correction proposed in the 1516 errata is gram- 
matically impossible, unless the following sant 
is omitted. This error seems to have arisen from 
the fact that the 1516 Latin text has a comma 
rather than a full-stop after obedientia at the end 
of vs. 6 (obedientia, quae ...). The insertion of 
fuit presupposes that quae is a feminine singular, 
whereas the accompanying Greek text shows 
that it should be a neuter plural. Whether this 
mistake was made by Erasmus or an assistant 
cannot be ascertained. 


7 in conspectu xatà mpóocrrov ("secundum 
faciem" Vg.). See on vs. 1, and Annot. 


7 videtis? BA&rere; (“videte.” 1516 = Vg.). The 
choice between indicative and imperative is 
dependent on the presence or absence of a 
question-mark in the Greek text: in Annot., 
relying on the text and scholia of cod. 2817, 
Erasmus asserts that the Greek mss. present the 
text as a question. Valla Annot., more cautiously, 
said that this was true of “most of the Greeks" 
("plaerique graecorum"). There was further dis- 
cussion of this point in Erasmus’ Apolog. resp. 
lac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, pp. 194-6, ll. 536- 
543. Among the Basle mss., only cod. 2817 
clearly reads a question-mark here: in codd. 1 
and 2815, it is a colon, in cod. 2105" a comma, 


and in cod. 2816 a full-stop. Lefévre had videtis 
with a full-stop. 


7 de se ipso confidit vr&moi8ev taut& (“confidit” 
Vg. 1527; "confidit sibi" Vg. mss.). The 1527 
Vulgate column follows the Froben Vulgates of 
1491 and 1514 in omitting sibi. Erasmus’ use 
of de ("concerning") gives a more neutral in- 
terpretation of this Greek expression, which 
might otherwise have been thought to refer 
to an arrogant or self-confident form of belief. 
Cf. 2 Cor. 1,9, vrerroi&óTes ... èp’ EauTois. By 
adding ipso, he renders the reflexive pronoun 
more emphatically. Manetti put confidit sibi ipsi, 
and Lefèvre sibüpsi suasit. 


7 quod Christi sit XpiotoG elvan ("Christi se 
esse" Vg.). By this change, Erasmus avoids the 
need for a repetition of se. Lefèvre similarly put 
quod sit Christi. Manetti had se Christi esse. 


7 illud toirto ("hoc" Vg.). For Erasmus’ use of 
illud to refer to a following statement, see on 
Rom. 6,6. Lefévre omitted the word. 


7 rursum perpendat doyiléo8w TAA ("cogitet 
iterum" Vg.). See on Rom. 15,10 for rursum, and 
on Job. 11,50 for perpendo. Erasmus again avoids 
cogito at vs. 11, where he substitutes reputo. The 
Vulgate is more literal as to the word-order. 
Lefévre put cogitet rursus. 

7 ex se ipso &q’ tautot ("apud se” Vg.). Cf. 
on 2 Cor. 3,5, where Erasmus replaces cogitare 
a nobis with ex nobis ipsis cogitare. See also Annot. 
The phrase apud se would have been more 
suitable for èv tauvt& (cf. Job. 6,61). Possibly 
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the Vulgate reflects the substitution of p° for 
àp’, as in P* N B and a few later mss. The 
version of Manetti had a se ipso, and Lefèvre 
apud seipsum. 

7 quod (2nd.) ott ("quia" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,26. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 


7 quemadmodum xodds (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefèvre had vt. 


7 tyes. The reading úpeis, in 1516, was derived 
from cod. 2815, with little or no other ms. 
support, and in disagreement with Erasmus' 
Latin version. 


7 Christi sumus Xpic ToU (Vg. omits). The Vul- 
gate omission is supported by 3B'é N B C D* 
F G and some other mss., including cod. 2105. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2816, and also D° 0209 and most later 
mss. In 1519 Annot., he suggested that Xpi- 
coU could have been an explanatory addition 
(i.e. by scribes). This would, in some respects, 
be comparable with Col. 3,13 (ka®dos Kal ó kú- 
pios éxapicato tpiv, ottes Kal Ours), where 
codd. D* F G add troucite after oues, to expand 
the implied meaning. However, it remains pos- 
sible that some scribes deleted Xpiotot because 
they thought it was superfluous after kac; 
oautés XpicToU in the previous clause. The 
rendering of Manetti had just Christi. 


8 Nam si et tev te yàp Kai ("Nam et si" Vg.). 
The Vulgate may correspond with &&v e yáp 
(omitting xai) in N * C D* and some later mss., 
or &àv yàp kai in cod. H, and also in cod. 
2105. In P“ B F G, it is just av yóp, while 
cod. 2816 has táv Tı yap, and cod. 0209 áv 
Ti yàp Kai. Erasmus’ Greek text follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, along with cod. 1, as well as 
N r Der and most later mss. If authentic, this 
would be the only instance of t&v te yap Kai 
in the whole N.T., though an example of &&v 
te yap (without kat) is found at Rom. 14,8. 
The version of Manetti put Siue enim, and 
Lefévre Tametsi enim. 

8 quippiam Tı (“aliquid” Vg.). See on Job. 6,7. 
Erasmus has the same rendering as Lefèvre. 

8 glorier «auytjocouon (“gloriatus fuero" Vg.). 
Erasmus is more literal, though either rendering 


is legitimate. He again adopts the same wording 
as Lefèvre. 


8 dominus nobis ó Kupios ńpiv (“nobis domi- 
nus" late Vg.). The word-order of the late Vul- 


gate has little Greek ms. support. A few mss., 
commencing with p% N* B C D* H, omit 
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fiiv (cod. D* has ó ðsóş), in company with 
the early Vulgate. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, supported by 1, 2816, with iN °°" De 
and most later mss. (cod. 2105 has po! ó kú- 
pios). For another textual variation involving 
the removal of a doubled pronoun, see on 
2 Cor. 1,8 (8Ahyecs fuv týs ytvouévns 
fiuiv). Manetti placed nobis before dedit. 


8 vestri duo (" vestram" Vg.). This substitution 
makes clear that the Greek word is an objective 
genitive. Ambrosiaster had the same rendering 
as Erasmus. 

8 non pudefiam où xaroicyxuv8ricouoid ("non 
erubescam" Vg.). Erasmus' Greek text here fol- 
lows cod. 2817, supported by 2105, 2816 and 
a few other mss. The 1516 edition has an incor- 
rect spelling, otk xarroioxuverjcouoa. In codd. 
1°", 2815 and most other mss, it is oUk 
aloyuvércouan. For pudefiam, see on Rom. 5,5. 
Lefèvre put non confundar. 


9 ne videar iva ph ów ("vt autem non 
existimer" Vg.). Cf. on 1 Cor. 8,2 for video, and 
see on Joh. 3,20 for ne. The Vulgate addition 
of autem corresponds with the insertion of 6€ 
after iva. in cod. H and some later mss. The 
version of Manetti had vt non videar, and 
Lefèvre ot non existimer (cf. Ambrosiaster, vt 
non existimemur). 

9 ceu ors &v (“tanquam” Vg.). See on Act. 11,5. 
9 perterrefacere txpofeiv (“terrere” Vg.). Erasmus 
wishes to convey the added force of the Greek 
prefix, éx-. His chosen verb, perterrefacio, is rare 
in classical usage; a better alternative might 
have been perterreo. In translating ëxpoßos at 
Mc. 9,6; Hebr. 12,21, he uses expauefactus. Lefèvre 
put deterrens. 


10 Nam 611 ("Quoniam" Vg). See on Act. 
11,24. Lefévre put quandoquidem for Quoniam 
quidem. 

10 epistolae quidem ai piv étmotoAai (“qui- 
dem epistolae" Vg.). Erasmus’ word-order gives 
the emphasis of the Greek particle, uév, more 
precisely. His rendering is the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster. Manetti’s version omitted 
quidem, while Lefévre transposed epistolae after 
inquiunt. 

10 inquit gnoi (“inquiunt” Vg). The Vulgate 
corresponds with qacív, as in cod. B. As poin- 
ted out in Annot., the unexpected singular, 
onal, can be explained by reference to tis ... 
AoyiGéoGw and Aoyit£oÓc ó ToicUTos in 
vss. 7 and 11. 
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Papeco kai loxupai, f, 5& tapoucia 
TOU owpatos &o9evüs, kai ó Adyos 
i£ovOcvnuévos.  !'roüro Aoyiğéoðw ó 
ToicUTos, ÖTI oloi spev TH Adyw 
Sr &micTOoAÓv ócnróvTes, ToIovTo! Kal 
Tapóvres T Épyo. ot yàp TOÀ- 
Móuev Éykpivai Å cuykpivoi &auToUs 
TIC1 TOV ÉavToUs OGuvicTavÓvTOV: 
&AA& avtol èv éauroig éautoùs pe- 
teotvtes, Kal ocuykpívovres &auroUs 
íauTois, oU ouvioUciv. 13 peïs &è 
oUyi eis Tà Gperpa Kauynodopeda, 
GAAG KaT& TO pérpov ToU kavó- 
vos oU éuépicev fjuiv ó Beds, uérpou 
épikéobar &xpi kai óuàv. “ov yàp 
cs Ut) É&pikvoUpevoi eig Üp&s, Urrp- 
&KTevouev  éauToUg  &ypi yap koi 
Upaov éíp0ácauev ev TH evaryyediw 
ToU XpicToU, oùk eis Tà Óperpa 
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graues sunt et robustae, at praesentia 
corporis infirma, et sermo contem- 
ptus. "Hoc reputet qui istiusmodi 
est, quod quales sumus sermone per 
epistolas, quum absumus, tales sumus 
et quum adsumus, facto. Non enim 
sustinemus inserere, aut conferre nos 
ipsos cum quibusdam, qui se ipsos 
commendant. Sed isti non intelligunt, 
quod ipsi inter sese se ipsos metiuntur, 
et comparant semet sibi. P At nos non 
in immensum gloriabimur, verum iu- 
xta mensuram regulae, qua partitus est 
nobis deus, mensura pertingendi etiam 
vsque vos. "Non enim quasi non 
pertingamus vsque ad vos, extendimus 
nos ipsos supra modum. Nam vsque 
ad vos quoque peruenimus in euan- 
gelio Christi, non in immensum 


13 nueis B-E: upes A | uv o Geos B-E: o Geos nuv A | 14 egixvoupevoi B-E: gikvougevoi A 


12 sustinemus B-E: audemus A | isti non intelligunt, quod B-E: om. A | metiuntur, et com- 
parant B-E (metiuntur, et coparant B D E, metiuntur, et conparant C): metientes, et comparan- 


tesA | sibi B-E: sibi, non intelligunt 4 


10 robustae icxupai (“fortes” Vg). See on 
1 Cor. 1,25. 


10 at praesentia ġ St mapovoía ("praesentia 
autem" Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 


10 contemptus ouSevnpévos ("contemptibilis" 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 1,28, and Annot. 


11 reputet AoyiZéobw ("cogitet" Vg.). See on 
Act. 19,27; Rom. 8,18, for reputo. In vs. 7, above, 
Erasmus replaced cogito by perpendo. Ambrosi- 
aster and the main text of Lefévre put estimet. 
In Lefévre Comm., it was existimet. 


11 qui istiusmodi est ó ToriotTtos ("qui eius- 
modi est” Vg). This change was, no doubt, 
intended to inject a more pejorative tone. See 
on 2 Cor. 2,6. Manetti put gui talis est. 


11 quod S11 ("quia" Vg.) See on Job. 1,20. 
Lefévre made the same change. 


11 sermone 14 Aóyc (“verbo” Vg). See on 
Iob. 1,1. Erasmus again has the same rendering 
as Lefèvre, 


11 quum absumus &móvres (“absentes” Vg.) 
This change of construction gives a clearer 
sense. See on 2 Cor. 1,7. Lefévre changed the 
word-order to per epistolas sumus absentes. 


11 tales sumus TovoUroi (“tales” Vg.). Erasmus 
adds a verb, again for the sake of clarity. His 
wording was the same as that of Ambrosiaster 
and Manetti. 


11 quum adsumus Tapdvtes "praesentes" Vg.). 
This substitution balances the adoption of 
quum absumus earlier in the sentence: see above. 
However, the sequence sumus .. absumus .. 
sumus ... adsumus appears unduly repetitious. 


11 facto TẸ Épyco (“in facto" Vg.). The Vulgate 
addition of iz lacks explicit support from 
Greek mss. Both Manetti and Lefévre put opere 
(cf. Ambrosiaster, in opere). 


12 sustinemus TtoAydyev (“audemus” 
7 Vg.). See on Rom. 5,7, and Annot. 

12 conferre ovy«pivai ("comparare" Vg.). This 
change seems to be partly for the sake of 


1516 
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stylistic variety, in view of the use of comparo 
to render the same Greek verb later in the verse. 
Cf. Annot. 


12 nos ipsos tauToùús (“nos” Vg.). Erasmus ren- 
ders the reflexive pronoun more emphatically. 
Lefèvre made the same change, but placed sos 
ipsos after audemus. Ambrosiaster put mosmet 
ipsos. 


12. cum quibusdam "ioi ("quibusdam" Vg.). Eras- 
mus’ addition of cum is questionable, as it 
makes quibusdam an ablative, whereas the pre- 
vious verb, inserere, requires a dative. 


12 &AAá. Codd. 2105, 2816, 2817 had the 
elided form, &AA’, as in D* H 0209 and some 
later mss. 


12 isti non intelligunt, quod ipsi .. metiuntur, et 
comparant semet sibi aÙToÀ ... petpoUvTes, Kal 
cuykpívovres Éauroüs EaxuTois, oU ouvioŬoiv 
("ipsi .. metientes, et comparantes nosmet 
ipsos nobis" Vg; "ipsi .. metientes, et com- 
parantes semet sibi, non intelligunt" 1516). The 
Vulgate reflects the omission of où cuvioton, 
as in codd. D* F G. See Annot. In his 1519 
rendering, Erasmus brings the verb forward 
and creates a new clause, for greater clarity. 
He further listed the passage among the Loca 
Obscura. Valla Annot. and Lefèvre both added 
non intelligunt, as in Erasmus’ 1516 edition, 
though they replaced nosmet ipsos nobis by se 
ipsos secum and nosipsos seipsis, respectively. Both 
mss. of Manetti's version replaced nosmet ipsos 
by wosmet ipsos. 


12 inter sese se ipsos tv &awrois autoús (“in 
nobis nosmet ipsos" Vg.). The change into the 
third person is dictated by the presence of 
cuvioUciv: see the previous note. For inter, see 
on Joh. 15,24, and see on Iob. 7,35 for sese. In 
Annot., Erasmus also gives the rendering in 
seipsis seipsos. Valla Annot. proposed se apud se, 
while Lefèvre put iz seipsis nosipsos. 


13 At nos fjueis 56 ("Nos autem" Vg.) See 
on Joh. 1,26. 


13 verum &XX& ("sed" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 


13 iuxta xat& (“secundum” Vg.) See on 
Act. 13,23. 


13 partitus est tuépioev ("mensus est" Vg.). The 
Vulgate incorrectly takes éuépicev as the equiva- 
lent of uétpnoev, a reading which occurs in 
a few late mss. See Annot. The rendering of 
Erasmus was the same as that of Ambrosiaster. 
The version of Lefèvre had Ziuisit. 
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13 nobis deus ‘iv ó Beds. In 1516, Erasmus’ 
Greek text had ó eds fjutv, from cod. 2815, 
with little other ms. support, and contrary to 
the word-order of his Latin translation. 


13 mensura pétpov ("mensuram" Vg.). Erasmus 
connects yétpov closely with the preceding oU, 
as if to say “with which measure", whereas the 
Vulgate seems to treat uérpou as the object of 
tuépioev. See Annot. The version of Manetti 
made the same substitution. 

13 etiam vsque &ypi Kai ("vsque ad” Vg.). As 
mentioned in Annot., the Vulgate leaves Kai 
untranslated (as also occurs in the Vulgate ren- 
dering of vs. 14). Usually Erasmus prefers vsque 
ad rather than just vsque. In vs. 14, he twice has 
vsque ad vos. Manetti put ad, while Lefévre fin- 
ished the sentence with ad vos vsque pertingendi. 


14 pertingamus èpixvoúpevoi (pertingentes" 
Vg.). Elsewhere Erasmus retains the participle 
after quasi, e.g. at 2 Cor. 6,9-10. Codd. 2105 and 
2815 had &pixvowpevor, with little other ms. 
support. The spelling qikvoUusvoi in 1516 was 
a typesetting error. Manetti had pertingendi, and 
Lefèvre pertigerimus (placed after vos). 


14 vsque ad (1st.) els (“ad” Vg). The Vulgate 
is more literal. Erasmus, who uses the same 
rendering as Ambrosiaster, makes no distinction 
here between &ypi and eis. 


14 extendimus ... supra modum Urepekrelvouev 
("superextendimus" Vg.) The Vulgate verb, 
superextendo, does not exist in classical litera- 
ture. Erasmus elsewhere uses supra modum in 
rendering several other Greek expressions: Mav 
at Mt. 8,28; ümepaíponat at 2 Cor. 12,7; Te- 
píAvmos at Mt. 26,38 (1516 only); mepícocos 
at Mc. 10,26; Alav èk trepicoot at Mc. 6,51; 
Utteptrepioows at Mc. 7,37; Umepekrrepico oU 
at 1 Thess. 3,10; UtreptrAcovadoo at 1 Tim. 1,14, 
in accordance with Vulgate usage in rendering 
UmeppaAAóvros at 2 Cor. 11,23; and Kad’ 
UtrepBoAty at 2 Cor. 1,8; 4,17; Gal. 1,13. 


14 nos ipsos &curous (“nos” Vg.). As elsewhere, 
Erasmus gives a more emphatic rendering of 
the reflexive pronoun. Lefévre made the same 
change. 


14 Nam vsque ad vos quoque &Xpi yop Kal 
Uuóv (“Vsque ad vos enim" Vg.). See on Zoh. 
3,34 for nam. In Annot., Erasmus has byds for 
UpÓv. The Vulgate leaves kai untranslated, as 
in the previous verse: see Annot. The version 
of Ambrosiaster had Nam vsque ad vos (without 
quoque), and Lefévre Nam et ad vos vsque. 
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Kauyxcpevor v dAAoTplois  KóTrois, 
¿Arida ëxovtes, abEavouévns Tfjg í- 
otews Udy v ÜOyiv, ueyoAuvefivoi 
KaTa Tov kavóva dav els Trepic- 
celav, | eis tà Urrepéxerva Upddv 
evayyeAicac@al, oùk èv dAAoTpin 
Kavowu eig TH ETOIWa Kkauxýoacða. 


176 Bb Kauyopevos, èv kupio Kav- 


xácðw. Bou yàp ó autòv ouv- 

i0TOV, éKxeivds oti SdxKipos, AA? 

öv ó KUptos ovuviotnow. 

1 "OgeAov  &velyec8É pou pi- 
k«póv Ti a&ppootvn  &AAà 

Kai dvéyeo@E pov: ^A yàp 


16 umepekeiva A C-E: utepexeiva B 
11,1 ogeAov 4 C-E: cogeAov B 


15 super B-E: in A | vestra B-E: om. A | 16 
11,2 zelotypus B-E: zelotipus 4 


15 super ty ("in" 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 5,3. 
Although Erasmus retains im with glorior in 
vs. 17, he makes a further change from 7» to 
de in vs. 16. These alterations are for the sake 
of stylistic variety. 

15 sperantes Atria Éxovres ("Spem autem ha- 
bentes" Vg.). The Vulgate addition of autem ref- 
lects the insertion of 5é after EXrríbo, as found 
in p“ N B D H"! 0209 and most later mss., 
including codd. 1 and 2105. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, with 2816 and some 
other late mss. In /znot., he more accurately 
puts spem habentes rather than sperantes, and 
similarly retains spem babeo at Act. 24,15; Rom. 
15,4; 2 Cor. 3,12; Eph. 2,12; 1 Thess. 4,13; 1 Iob. 
3,3. Lefèvre had Spem babemus, omitting autem. 


15 futurum, vt .. magnificemur peyadruvOijvan 
(*.. magnificari” Vg.. For Erasmus’ use of 
futurum vt, see on Act. 2,21. In Annot., he also 
proposes fore vt ... amplier. Manetti had vt ... 
magnificetur, referring to fides. 


15 subolescente fide vestra o&avouévns TÄS 
triotews Updov (“crescentis fidei vestrae" Vg.; 
"subolescente fide" 1516 Lat.). The 1516 omis- 
sion of vestra, in conflict with the Greek text, 
was probably inadvertent. Erasmus correctly 
understands the Greek construction as a genitive 
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gloriantes super alienis laboribus: spe- 
rantes futurum, vt subolescente fide 
vestra in vobis, magnificemur iuxta 
re|gulam nostram in exuberantiam: 
vt iis quoque regionibus quae vltra 
vos sunt, euangelizem, non per alie- 
nam regulam, vt de his quae parata 
sunt gloriemur: " sed qui gloriatur, in 
domino glorietur. "Non enim qui se 
ipsum commendat, ille probatus est, 
sed is quem dominus commendat. 


1 Vtinam tolerassetis me pauli- 
sper in insipientia mea: imo et 
suffertis me: ?nam zelotypus sum erga 


per alienam regulam B-E: in aliena regula 4 


absolute. A similar substitution of subolesco 
(rare in classical usage) occurs at 1 Petr. 2,2, in 
the sense of "grow up” or "mature". In Annot., 
Erasmus also suggests axgescente. Lefèvre put 
crescente fide vestra. 


15 iuxta xaté& (“secundum” Vg.) See on 
Act. 13,23, and Annot. 


15 in exuberantiam els mepioosiav (“in abun- 
dantia” late Vg.). Erasmus is more precise in 
using the accusative. See also on Rom. 3,7. 
Lefévre put abundantius, while Manetti had in 
abundantiam, as in the earlier Vulgate. 


16 vt... euangelizem, vt ... gloriemur suay ys- 
Moaocba, ... Kauytjoacba (“euangelizare ... 
gloriari” Vg.). Erasmus avoids the infinitive of 
purpose. In Annot., he also suggests using ad 
euangelizandum. Manetti had vt euangelizentur, 
. ut glorientur, and Lefèvre euangelizando ... 
gloriando. 

16 iis quoque regionibus els Tå (“etiam in illa" 
Vg.). The use of quoque in Erasmus, and of etiam 
in the Vulgate, lacks explicit support from 
Greek mss. His removal of the preposition in 
was probably designed to avoid the apparent 
strangeness of exangelizo in, as it was more com- 
mon for this verb to be followed by the dative. 
Another instance of evoryyeAiZo eis is seen at 


LB 788 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS SECVNDA 


1 Petr. 1,25, where Erasmus adopts the periphra- 
sis, per euangelium delatum est ad. His insertion 
of regionibus at the present passage is a helpful 
clarification, probably prompted by Ambrosi- 
aster's use of in regionibus: see on Rom. 15,19 
for other such additions. Lefévre put just ez. 


16 per alienam regulam tv &doTpIW Kavovt 
(“in aliena regula" 1516 - Vg.) See on Rom. 


1,17. 


16 de cis (“in” Vg.). Other instances of de 
for els occur at Act. 2,25; 19,4 (1519); 2 Cor. 
12,6 (1519); Gal. 5,10; Eph. 5,32. See Annot. 
on 2 Cor. 12,6; Eph. 5,32. 


16 quae parata sunt và Eroipa ("quae praeparata 
sunt" Vg.). This substitution of parata, in the 
sense of "ready to hand", fits the context better. 
See Annot. The version of Lefévre put quae 
prompta sunt. 


17 sed qui ó 5t ("Qui autem" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 1,26. 


18 is quem Óv ("quem" Vg.). Erasmus adds a 
pronoun to complete the sense. Manetti anti- 
cipated this change. 


18 dominus 6 xopios (“deus” late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate reading lacks Greek ms. support. Eras- 
mus' version agrees with the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


111 “Opedov. The spelling ópeAov in the 
1519 edition was possibly a misprint, though 
it is found in cod. 2817, together with Do" F 
G H*" and some other mss, as well as in 
Lefévre Comm. See on 1 Cor. 4,8 for another 
such substitution in 1519. 


1 tolerassetis &velyeoOe. ("sustineretis" Vg.). In 
1516 Annot., Erasmus incorrectly cited the text 
as &velyeoOar. He uses tolero for the same Greek 
verb at Eph. 4,2, replacing supporto. For variety, 
he substitutes suffero for supporto later in the 
present verse and at Col. 3,13, and also in place 
of sustineo in vs. 20, below, in accordance with 
Vulgate usage in vs. 19 and at Hebr. 13,22. Else- 
where he retains patior at Mt. 17,17; Me. 9,19; 
Le. 9,41, and sustineo at Act. 18,14; 1 Cor. 4,12; 
2 Thess. 1,4; 2 Tim. 4,3, while substituting sw- 
stineo for patior in vs. 4, below. Although, in 
Annot., Erasmus considered the possibility of 
using sustinuissetis here, he seems to have decided 
to reject this verb because it could mean “sup- 
port” as well as “endure”. Further, he could not 
employ suffero at this point, because he wanted 
to use a pluperfect subjunctive: the problem 
with sustulissetis is that it can belong to tollo as 
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well as to sufero. He therefore made use of 
tolero, with assistance from Lefévre, who had to- 
leraretis. Valla Annot. proposed susciperetis, against 
which Erasmus raised objections in Annot. 


1 me paulisper in insipientia mea pou ukpóv 
Th éppocUvg (“modicum quid insipientiae 
meae" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects a Greek text 
replacing ti) éppocuUvr with Ti &ppocúvns, 
as in B^ N B D and a few later mss. Cf. also 
Tis &ppoovvns in codd. F G. If &ppooúvns 
(preceded by either 11 or fis) were the correct 
reading, it would be possible to suppose that 
the use of pou ... Tfj &ppoowwn was a scribal 
attempt to avoid the use of a double genitive. 
A different explanation could be that Ti &opo- 
cUvr was genuine, but that an early corrector 
wished to alter the phrase because, if connected 
too closely with &veíyeoe, it could be misunder- 
stood to mean that the apostle was asking the 
Corinthians themselves to act “with folly” or 
foolishly (cf. &vexóuevor &AAfjAcov év &yérmr 
at Eph. 4,2). The replacement of ti by 1 could 
further be seen as a harmonisation with uikpóv 
Ti in vs, 16. The text of Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, 
and also cod. H and most later mss. By using 
me and mea he renders pou twice over. For pau- 
lisper, see on Iob. 13,33, and Annot. The sugges- 
tion of Valla Annot. was parumper insipientiam 
meam or parumper propter insipientiam meam. 
Manetti had me modicum im insipientia, and 
Lefèvre me parum ... in insipientia (placing me 
parum before toleraretis). 


1 imo &AA& (“sed” Vg.). See on Act. 19,2. 


1 suffertis &véyscOe ("supportate" Vg.). See on 
tolerassetis, above. It would have been more con- 
sistent if Erasmus had put /oleratis here. The 
Vulgate word supporto means to "transport" 
rather than "endure", in classical usage. In 
Annot., Erasmus also suggests sustinetis. While 
accepting that the Greek verb could be interpre- 
ted either as an imperative (as in the Vulgate) 
or as an indicative, he argued that the latter was 
better suited to the context. He further debated 
this point with Stunica in Apolog. resp. Iac. Lop. 
Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 196, ll. 545-557. Lefèvre 
used the imperative, tolerate. 


2 nam zelotypus sum erga (nA yap ("Aemulor 
enim" Vg.). Erasmus avoids aemulor, no doubt 
because of its unwanted connotations of rivalry 
or imitation: cf. Annot., and see further on 
1 Cor. 12,31. For nam, see on Iob. 3,34, and for 
erga, see on Act, 3,25. Lefèvre put Zelo enim. 
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Üu&s 9:00 Aw. tpyocdunyv yàp Up&s 
évi &vopí, mapðévov &yviv mapaoTífi- 
coi TQ Xpiotd  ?gopoUpoi Bà yf 
Ts, ws ó opis Etav Enmértnoev 
èv Ti mavoupyla attot,  oUTos 
q9apij Ta voüpera Üpuóv, aitd THis 
&TAdTH TOs Ths eis TOV XpicTóv. 
‘EL uiv yàp ô ipyóusvos &AAov 
"IncoUv Knepvooe: öv ovK Éknpu- 
Ganev, Ñ TveUpa Etepov  Aappévere 
& otk £&ápere, Ñ evayyéAiov Ére- 
pov & oüx éé§aobe, KaAds veliye- 
o0e. ‘%AoyiZoumr yap pndiv vorte- 
pnkévai tov UirEep Alav &mocTÓAov. 


4 AapBavete A’ B-E: AauPavetoa A* 


3 versutia B-E: in versutia A | simplicitate B-E: 


2 zelo Geo (“aemulatione” Vg.). See on Rom. 
10,2. Erasmus adopts the same rendering as 
Ambrosiaster (1492) and Lefévre. 


2 Adiunxi fpuocápnyv ("Despondi" Vg.). Eras- 
mus attempts greater precision, in the sense 
of "join" rather than "betroth", though the 
Vulgate gives a legitimate rendering of the 
Greek word, well-suited to the context. See 
Annot., and also Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., 
ASD IX, 2, pp. 196-8, Il. 559-576. The version 
of Lefévre had aptaui. 


2 ut... exbiberetis mapaotijoai (“exhibere” Vg.). 
Erasmus avoids the infinitive of purpose. How- 
ever, it might have been preferable to use the 
first person, exhiberem: cf. vt .. exbibeam in 
Lefévre’s translation of the passage, and cf. also 
iva tTrapactroopev at Col. 1,28. Manetti anti- 
cipated the change made by Erasmus. 


3 sed metuo poPoUpan 86 ("Timeo autem” Vg.). 
For sed, see on Job. 1,26. A similar substitu- 
tion of metuo occurs at thirteen other passages, 
in accordance with Vulgate usage at Mc. 6,20. 
More often Erasmus retains timeo. These changes 
are aimed at achieving greater variety of style. 
Lefévre put Sed timeo. 


3 ne qua fiat, vt uñ mos (“ne” Vg). The Vul- 
gate rendering corresponds with the omission 
of tras in cod. D*. See Annot. The version of 
Manetti put ze aliquatenus, and Lefèvre me 
quoquopacto. 
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vos, dei zelo. Adiunxi enim vos vni 
viro, vt virginem castam exhiberetis 
Christo: ?sed metuo, ne qua fiat, vt 
quemadmodum serpens Euam decepit 
versutia sua, ita corrumpantur sensus 
vestri a simplicitate, quae erat erga 
Christum. 

^Nam si is qui venit, alium lesum 
praedicat, quem non praedicauimus: 
aut si spiritum alium accipitis, quem 
non accepistis, aut euangelium aliud 
quod non accepistis, recte sustinu- 
issetis. “Arbitror enim me nihilo 
inferiorem fuisse eximiis apostolis. 


castitate 4 


3 quemadmodum os (“sicut” Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,13. Lefèvre had vt. 

3 decepit &&ryrrérnoev. (“seduxit” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 7,11. 

3 versutia tv TH Tavoupyig ("astutia" Vg.; “in 
versutia"^ 1516). See on Rom. 1,29. Erasmus 
retains astutia for rravoupyla at 1 Cor. 3,19; 
2 Cor. 4,2; Eph. 4,14, and uses it to replace 
nequitia in rendering vrovnpía at Eph. 6,12. In 
1516, his addition of iz was more literal, but 
he later argued in Anmot. that it was better to 
omit the preposition, understanding the phrase 
in an instrumental sense. Lefèvre had én astutia. 


3 papi. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus cited the 
text as pOcpei, in company with some late mss. 


3 a ed (et excidant a” Vg.). The Vulgate ad- 
dition lacks explicit support from Greek mss., 
but was probably intended to prevent the mis- 
interpretation of a as meaning “by” rather than 
"from" or “away from". See Annot. and Valla 
Annot. This passage is mentioned in the Quae 
Sint Addita. Erasmus’ correction agrees with 
the version of Ambrosiaster. Lefévre solved the 
problem by removing et excidant and substituting 
corrumpat for corrumpantur, making serpens the 
subject of the verb. 

3 simplicitate Tis &rrAóTwyTos (“castitate” 1516). 
It seems that in 1516 Erasmus borrowed casti- 
tate from Ambrosiaster, but decided in 1519 
that this patristic source must have followed a 
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different Greek text, having Tfj; &yvóTnTos: 
see Annot. Twenty-two mss., commencing with 
yp N* BEG, have ts atrAdtH tos koi Tfi 
é&yvétntos. Erasmus’ text followed codd. 2815 
and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
N r H and about 560 later mss. (see Aland Die 
Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 687-90). If the 
longer reading were genuine, it would be possible 
to account for subsequent omissions of kai Ts 
&yvérntos or rfjg émAdtrtos Kai as being 
scribal errors caused by homoeoteleuton or 
homoeoarcton, respectively. An alternative ex- 
planation would be that tijs &TASTHTOS was 
the original reading, which an early scribe 
accidentally changed to fis &yvdtntos, influ- 
enced by the close resemblance between the two 
nouns and also by the proximity of é&yvtv in 
vs.2 (cf. the substitution of &yiótnti for 
&rASTHTI in a few mss. at 2 Cor. 1,12); another 
copyist who was aware of both readings then 
wove or “conflated” these together, thus creating 
the longer text of this passage, as exhibited by 
3 & B and their later descendants. Although 
the process of conflation has been alleged to 
be a characteristic feature of later mss., there 
is no reason to suppose that early scribes were 
immune from this form of error. 


3 quae erat tñs (“quae est” Vg.). Either rendering 
is legitimate. 


3 erga Christum eis tov Xpioróv (“in Christo 
Iesu" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). Erasmus is 
more accurate here: see Annot. Further, the late 
Vulgate addition of Jesu lacks Greek ms. support, 
and was not used by Manetti or in either 
column of Lefévre. 


4 lesum 'lnooóv ("Christum" Vg.). The Vulgate 
corresponds with the substitution of Xpiotév 
in codd. F G. See Annot. The version of Manetti 
made the same change as Erasmus. 


4 aut si Ñ (“aut” Vg.). Erasmus repeats si from 
earlier in the sentence, for the sake of clarity. 
Lefévre put vel. 


4 spiritum alium mveŭpa Erepov ("alium spi- 
ritum" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order has little 
Greek ms. support. Manetti put spiritum alterum. 


4 AayBévere. The reading Aappáverot in 1516 
is an itacistic printing error, in conflict with 
Erasmus' Basle mss. and Latin rendering. It was 
corrected in the 1516 errata. 


4 euangelium aliud esayytMov &repov ("aliud 
euangelium" Vg.). As with alium spiritum, the 
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Vulgate word-order has minimal support from 
Greek mss. The version of Manetti had euan- 
gelium alterum. 


4 accepistis (2nd.) t6€€ao0e (“recepistis” Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at Mc. 10,15, in 
accordance with frequent Vulgate usage else- 
where. At the present passage, more accurately, 
the Vulgate makes a distinction between Aap- 
Pave, translated twice by accipio earlier in the 
verse, and Séyopau. 


4 sustinuissetis }yvetyeobe ("pateremini" Vg.). In 
Annot., Erasmus criticises the inconsistency of 
the Vulgate in rendering this Greek verb, though 
he himself displays a similar variety of style: 
see on vs. 1, above. Cod. 1 and most other mss. 
have dveiyecde, commencing with P” N Deer 
(G) H. The Greek text of Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, with 2105, 2816 and many 
other late mss. A few mss., including $* B D*, 
have &véyeode as in Lefèvre Comm., correspon- 
ding with toleratis in Lefévre’s translation. 


5 Arbitror XoylLouoa (“Existimo” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 2,3 for Erasmus’ removal of existimo else- 
where. This change is in accordance with Vul- 
gate usage at Rom. 3,28; Phil. 3,13; 1 Petr. 5,12. 
Manetti and Lefévre both had Puto. 


5 me nibilo inferiorem fuisse untv votepnké- 
vat (“nihil me minus fecisse a” late Vg.). It is 
possible that the Vulgate originally had fuisse, 
and that this was later altered into fecisse by 
scribal error: cf. the Vulgate rendering at 2 Cor. 
12,11, nibil minus fui, changed into nihil minus 
feci by the late Vulgate. At the latter passage, 
Erasmus replaced nihil minus by nulla in re 
inferior. Shortly afterwards, in rendering fyrté- 
ouai at 2 Cor. 12,13, he used inferior sum to 
replace minus babeo. For his removal of nihil 
elsewhere, see on 1 Cor. 4,4. See also Annot. The 
rendering of Erasmus was very close to that of 
Valla Annot., who had nibilo me inferiorem fuisse 
(cf. Ambrosiaster, me in nullo inferiorem fuisse). 
Manetti put me nibil defecisse ab, and Lefèvre 
nichil minus habuisse quam. 


5 eximiis tev UTtép Aiav ("magnis" Vg.). Eras- 
mus perceives that UTrtp Alav requires a stronger 
adjective. In rendering the same Greek expres- 
sion at 2 Cor. 12,11, he substitutes summis 
for bis qui sunt supra modum. See Annot. The 
rendering of Valla Annot. was praecellentibus, 
while Manetti and Lefévre finished the sentence 
with apostolis excellentibus and excellentes apostoli 
respectively. 
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oU Ti) yvaoe. GAA’ èv mavti ga- 
vepwdévtes iv mõow eis Upas. | 7A 
é&papriav étroinca éeyautév  Tarre- 
vOv, iva wpeis Uwyc8fre, Str wpe- 
àv TO ToU 9:00 evayyéAiov evnyye- 
Mocuny — Oyiv; *&AAas èkkànoias 
éovAnoa, Aapov Syoviov Tpós Tv 
Oóuóv Sioxoviav.  ?kol Tapov pds 
Uuas Kai UoTepnOeis, oU KarrevdpKn- 
oa ovdsevds. TO yap Uotépnuc pou 
TrpocaveTrATjpwoav oi &5eAgol, EAGdv- 
tes &ttd Makeboviag Kai èv mavti 
àPapň Ouiv é&pauróv etipnoa, Kal 


Tnpfjoo. Méotiv dAnGeia Xpiotod 


9 quod mihi deerat B-E: indigentiam meam 4 


6 Caeterum licet Bt xai (“Nam et si” late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate wording lacks explicit Greeek 
ms. support. In Annot., Erasmus views nam as 
a rendering of 8& See on Rom. 1,13 for licet, 
and on Act. 6,2 for caeterum. Manetti put Si 
autem, and Lefèvre qui tametsi. 

6 imperitus sim \SioTng (“imperitus” Vg.). Eras- 
mus adds a verb to complete the grammatical 
construction. Lefévre put radis sum. 


6 non tamen &AN ov ("sed non” Vg.). Erasmus 
avoids the jarring sequence of et si ... sed non, 
adopting a more elegant turn of phrase: see 
Annot. He also has the idiomatic sequence licet 
.. tamen at Gal. 3,15. His use of non tamen here 
may have been prompted by Valla Annot., who 
cites this wording in his Vulgate lemma. The 
same words were used by Lefèvre. Manetti put 
et non. 


6 Verum vbique manifesti fuimus in omnibus GAN 
èv mavti pavepwbévres &v Tr&civ ("In omni- 
bus autem manifestus sum" late Vg.). Whereas 
the Vulgate treated &v mavti ... &v Tráciv as 
a superfluous repetition, there is little ms. sup- 
port for deleting iv rr&ci from the text apart 
from codd. F G. For the rendering of mavti 
by omnibus in the Vulgate, see 2 Cor. 7,11; 8,7. 
The present tense of the late Vulgate, manifestus 
sum, was less correct than the earlier Vulgate 
mss., which had manifestatus sum, representing 
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$Caeterum licet imperitus sim sermo- 
ne, non tamen scientia. Verum | vbi- 
que manifesti fuimus in omnibus erga 
vos. 7Num illud peccaui, quod me 
ipsum humiliarim, vt vos exaltaremi- 
ni, quod gratuito euangelium dei prae- 
dicauerim vobis? *Caeteras ecclesias 
depraedatus sum accepto ab illis sti- 
pendio, quo vobis inseruirem. °Et 
quum apud vos essem et egerem, non 
onerosus fui cuiquam. Nam quod mi- 
hi deerat, suppleuerunt fratres qui ve- 
nerant a Macedonia: et in omnibus sic 
me seruabam, ne cui essem onerosus, 
atque ita seruabo. "Est veritas Christi 


the Greek aorist. The Vulgate use of the singu- 
lar was probably no more than a matter of 
translation, though it corresponds with pavepw- 
Geis in cod. D*. In twenty-three other mss., 
commencing with N * B F G, pavepoobevtes is 
replaced by pavepmoavtes. In cod. 1, pavepw- 
Bévreş is replaced by qavepooGévri. Erasmus’ 
text follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported 
by 2105, 2816, with P* Xo" D* and about 
560 later mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 2, pp. 690-3). The variant pavepmoavtes 
(“having manifested”), though sometimes com- 
mended as a lectio difficilior, does not seem to 
yield a satisfactory sense, by reason of its lack 
of a clear direct object (e.g. whether éxutous, 
or TO evayyéAlov, or Trávra). In Annot., Eras- 
mus proposes in omni re instead of vbique, to 
render èv mavti: for his use of vbique, see on 
2 Cor. 7,11. See on Rom. 4,2 for verum. Manetti 
put In cunctis autem manifestatus sum omnibus, 
incorrectly taking £v m&civ. els Ýuăçş as the 
equivalent of els tévtas Opás. Lefevre had 
Omnino autem in omnibus manifesti sumus. 


6 erga vos els Uucs (“vobis” Vg.). Erasmus gives 
a more precise rendering of the Greek prepo- 
sition. See Annot. The version of Lefévre had 
in vobis. 

7 Num 1 (“Aut nunquid" Vg.). The Vulgate 
corresponds with i| ur in codd. F G. For 
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Erasmus’ preference for num, see on Iob. 3,4, 
and Annot. The version proposed by Valla 
Annot. and Lefèvre was an, while Manetti had 
aut, all three omitting numquid. 


7 illud .. quod ... bumiliarim tomevey (“hu- 
milians” Vg.). Erasmus makes the sense more 
explicit by changing the construction. 


7 peccaui &paptiav Emofnoa ("peccatum feci" 


Vg.). The Vulgate is more literal. Erasmus re- 
tains facio peccatum at loh. 8,34; 1 Petr. 2,22, 
but prefers committo peccatum at lac. 2,9; 1 Iob. 
3,4, 8, 9 (these last three in 1519). Lefèvre had 
peccatum. admisi. 

7 exaltaremini wybite ("exaltemini" Vg.). This 
substitution of the imperfect subjunctive follows 
from Erasmus’ adoption of Pumiliarim earlier 
in the verse. 


7 quod... praedicauerim 611 ... sümyyeMoápnv 
("quoniam .. euangelizaui" Vg.). See on Jok. 
1,20 for quod with the subjunctive. For praedico, 
see on Act. 5,42. Ambrosiaster had quoniam ... 
predicaui, and Lefévre quod ... euangelizaui. 


7 gratuito Swpecv (“gratis” Vg). A similar 
substitution occurs at Mt. 10,8. At five other 
passages, Erasmus retains gratis. 


7 G00. Cod. 2815 has XpicoQ, with little or 
no other ms. support. The same ms. similarly 
changes TOU 0toU to ToU XpicToQ, after eù- 
ey y&Mov, at 1 Thess. 2,8-9. 


8 Caeteras &Adas (“Alias” Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 
9,2. 


8 depraedatus sum towAnoa (“expoliaui” Vg.). 
At Col. 2,8, Erasmus similarly uses depraedor 
for ouħaywytw, replacing decipio. At Col. 2,15 
(1519), he retains expolio for &trexSU0pa. The 
Vulgate verb, in fact, has a better pedigree in 
classical usage, and has a similar meaning. 
Cf. Annot. The version of Manetti had spoliaui, 
and Lefèvre exhausi. 


8 accepto ab illis stipendio \aBoov Syooviov (“acci- 
piens stipendium" Vg.). In substituting accepto, 
Erasmus gives a more precise translation of 
the Greek aorist, at the expense of converting 
active to passive. In this respect, his rendering 
is the same as that of Ambrosiaster, who had 
accepto stipendio. Erasmus' addition of ab illis 
makes a more explicit connection with ecclesias, 
earlier in the sentence. Lefévre put stipendium 
capiens. 


8 quo vobis inseruirem mpós Thv Uydv Biaovíav 
(“ad ministerium vestrum" Vg.). This change of 
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construction ensures that Wudv is understood 
as an objective genitive. See on Act. 13,36 for 
inseruio. In 1516 Annot, Erasmus cited «ig 
rather than Trpós, as the Greek text, though 
els is not found in any of his Basle mss. or in 
Lefévre Comm. The version of Manetti had per 
ministerium vestrum, while Lefèvre put ad vestram 
administrationem. 


9 quum apud vos esem Tapav Trpós ÙpÕS 
("cum essem apud vos" Vg.). The Vulgate word- 
order is more literal. Erasmus' rendering agrees 
with that of Ambrosiaster. Lefèvre put cum 
praesens apud vos essem. 


9 non onerosus fui cuiquam OÙ Karrev&pkmoca 
ovSevds ("nulli onerosus fui" Vg.). Erasmus’ 
more emphatic rendering was designed to convey 
the added force of the Greek double negative 
oU .. ovSevds. Cf. Annot. The version of 
Lefévre was nullum grauaui. 


9 quod mibi deerat 1 ... So Tépnu& pou (“in- 
digentiam meam" 1516). Erasmus' more literal 
rendering in 1516 was identical with that of 
Ambrosiaster, while Lefévre began the sentence 
with meam enim indigentiam. Yn 1519 he returned 
to the Vulgate rendering, in accordance with 
Vulgate usage also at Lc. 21,4; 1 Cor. 16,17; 
2 Cor. 9,12; Phil. 2,30; Col. 1,24; 1 Thess. 3,10. 


9 qui venerant thOdvtes (“qui venerunt" Vg.). 
For Erasmus’ preference for the pluperfect, see 
on Job. 1,19. Manetti anticipated this change, 
but placed venerant after Macedonia. 


9 a é&ró (“de” Vg. 1527). The use of de in 
the 1527 Vulgate column followed the Froben 
edition of 1514. Erasmus’ version agrees with 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


9 sic me seruabam, ne cui esem onerosus, atque 
ita àBapñ Upiv guautov èrhpnoa, Kai (“sine 
onere me vobis seruaui, et” Vg.). Erasmus finds 
an elegant construction to convey the sense 
of &Bapi ... &rfjpnco, though he incorrectly 
represents üyuiv by cui instead of vobis. At 
1 Thess. 2,9 and 2 Thess. 3,8, rendering pds Tò 
un émpBapicai Tiva Updv, he put me cui 
vestrum essemus oneri. His substitution of the 
imperfect tense, seruabam, even if appropriate 
to the context, is less literal than seruaui as a 
rendering of the Greek aorist. For his removal 
of sine, see on Job. 8,7, and Annot. The version 
of Manetti followed the Vulgate, except that he 
added ipsum after me. Lefèvre put sine grauamine 
meipsum vobis seruaui, atque. 
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tv uoi, Óri f| Kavynais aŭt ov 
ppaytoetar sig èpè èv ois xAipa- 
ci: Tis Ayxaiag. Siarl; Sm otk 
é&yomrd Gyas; ó eds oldev. 28 
5E roid, Kal momow, iva &xkóyo 
Tv &popyty tæv GedAdvtwv &pop- 
uiv, iva iv d Kavyd@vTai, tÜpsOOoci 
ka0cs xol fuis. 

BOI yàp TotioüTo: weubarócro- 
Aol, épydtor óo, petacynyati- 
Gouevot eis &mooróAous Xpiotot: 
Mkali of Oaupacróv attés yap 6 
caTavas petacynuatizera els oyye- 
rov gutés. ot péya oUv, ef koi 
Siákovoi  aUToU petacynuatifovtai, 
cs Oióxovoi BikaiocUvms, Ov TÒ TÉ- 
Aos foto KaT& Ta Épya auTOv. 

'*TTáAw Agyo, ufj tis pe Són 
&ppova elvar ei Se ph ye, Kav ws 


10 contra B-E: in A | 


13 pseudapostoli B-E: pseudo apostoli A | 
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in me, quod haec gloriatio non in- 
terrumpetur contra me in regionibus 
Achaiae. "Quapropter? An quod non 
diligam vos? Deus nouit. "Verum 
quod facio, idem et faciam, vt ampu- 
tem occasionem iis qui cupiunt occa- 
sionem: vt in eo de quo gloriantur, 
reperiantur, quemadmodum et nos. 
BSiquidem istiusmodi pseudapo- 
stoli, operarii dolosi sunt, sumpta 
persona apostolorum Christi: atque 
haud mirum, quandoquidem ipse sa- 
tanas transfiguratur in angelum lucis. 
5 Non magnum est igitur, si et mini- 
stri illius personam in se transferunt, 
quasi sint ministri iustitiae, quorum 
finis erit iuxta opera eorum. 
Iterum dico, ne quis me putet 
insipientem esse, alioquin et iam vt 


14 transfiguratur B-E: 


transformatur A | 16 alioquin B-E: alioqui 4 | iam B-E: om. A 


10 quod 571 (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Zoh. 1,20. 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre had the 
same rendering as Erasmus. 


10 interrumpetur Qpoyrjoeroa.— (infringetur" 
Vg.). Erasmus’ choice of verb seems more ap- 
propriate, in view of the subject, gloriatio: see 
Annot. The version of Lefévre had excludetur. 


10 contra me els tué (“in me" 1516 = Vg.). 
Codd. 2815 and 2816 substituted èv poi, with 
support from F G and a few other mss. By 
using contra, Erasmus sought to prevent the 
following me from being misunderstood as an 
ablative: see Annot. Less accurately, Lefévre 
replaced in me by a me. 


11 Quapropter &uxrí. ("Quare" Vg). See on 
Act. 10,29. 


11 An quod non diligam 611 ot dyad ("Quia 
non diligo" Vg.) Erasmus prefers the sub- 
junctive, to convey what is only a hypothetical 
causal statement (used here as part of a direct 
question, which could be more fully expressed 
as An boc facio propterea quod non diligam vos?). 


The Vulgate indicative, diligo, misleadingly 
makes the apostle appear to agree that he does 
not love the Corinthians. See Annot. For an, 
see on 1 Cor. 3,16, and for the use of quod, see 
on Rom. 5,5. 


11 nouit oldev (“scit” Vg.). See on Rom. 14,14. 


12 Verum quod 5 6€ (“Quod autem" Vg.). See 
on Job. 1,26. In Annot., Erasmus recommends 
Sed quod. Cod. 2815 had 6 kai, apparently 
without other ms. support. 

12 idem et xai (“et” Vg.). Erasmus adds idem, 
to make clear that kai troijow is the main 
clause, and that the meaning of et here is “also” 
rather than “and”: see Annot. The version of 
Lefévre had etiam. 

12 iis qui x&v ("eorum qui” Vg.). Erasmus, in 
effect, treats Tv @cAdvtwv as the indirect 
object of the verb &«óyco, rather than as a 
possessive genitive. 

12 cupiunt 9eNóvro (“volunt” Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at Mt. 5,42; Gal. 3,2; Hebr. 
13,18. 
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12 in co de quo èv & (“in quo" Vg). Erasmus 
amplifies the sense of this Greek construction: 
cf. Annot. The wording of Ambrosiaster was in 
eo quod. 

12 reperiantur &)ps0cci (“inueniantur” Vg.). 
See on fob. 1,41. In Annot., Erasmus misleadingly 
attributes reperiantur to "Ambrose": the Ambro- 
siaster commentary in fact had the same verb 


as the Vulgate. 


12 quemadmodum «aeos ("sicut" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre put similes inueniantur nobis 
for eUpebddor ... "eis. 

13 Siquidem y&p ("Nam" Vg.). See on Ioh. 3,34; 
4,47. Manetti began the sentence with Tales 
enim (cf. Ambrosiaster, Huiusmodi enim). 


13 istiusmodi xovoUtoi (“eiusmodi” Vg.). See 
on 2 Cor. 2,6. Lefévre put buiusmodi. For Ma- 
netti's version, see the previous note. 


13 pseudapostoli yeuBaréat0A01 ("pseudo apo- 
stoli” 1516 = Vg). The Vulgate spelling cor- 
responds with weu&oamrócToAo: in cod. D*, 
which in turn was probably influenced by the 
Old Latin version. See Annot. The same altera- 
tion was proposed by Valla Annot. and Lefèvre, 
while Manetti put falsi apostoli. 


13 operarii dolosi sunt &py&roa 86A101 (“sunt 
operarii subdoli” late Vg.). In cod. 2817*, the 
original scribe had épyéroi Sókıyor, later 
changed (probably by Erasmus or an assistant) 
to read épy&roi S6A101. There is little difference 
of meaning between dolosus and subdolus, but 
the former has a closer outward resemblance 
to the Greek word, 5dA105. Erasmus adopts the 
rendering of Lefévre. 


13 sumpta persona apostolorum petaoynpatito- 
uevoi elg &rroo TóAous ("transfigurantes se in 
apostolos" Vg.). In vs. 14 (1516 only), Erasmus 
renders the same verb by transformatur, and in 
vs. 15 by personam in se transferunt. These changes 
were partly for the sake of stylistic variety, but 
also helped to express more fully the connota- 
tions of the compound Greek verb. However, 
in vs. 14, he returned to transfiguratur in 1519. 
Manetti had transfigurati in apostolos. 


14 aique kaí (“Et” Vg.). See on Ioh. 1,25. Ma- 
netti replaced Et non by Nec (cf. Ambrosiaster, 
Nec vtique). 

14 baud ot ("non" Vg). See on Act. 24,18. For 
Manetti's rendering, see the previous note. 


14 quandoquidem ipse aùrtòs yop ("ipse enim" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 3,30. 
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14 transfiguratur petaoynpartifetan (“transfi- 
gurat se" Vg.; "transformatur" 1516). See on 
vs. 13, and Annot. The Greek verb can be trans- 
lated in either a passive or a reflexive sense. 
Erasmus’ 1519 rendering agreed with that of 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 


15 magnum est igitur peya oŭv (“ergo est mag- 
num" Vg. 1527). The word-order of the 1527 
Vulgate column followed the Froben Vulgate 
of 1514. See on Job. 6,62 for igitur. Lefèvre, 
more literally, put just magnum igitur, and 
Manetti est ergo magnum (as in the earlier 
Vulgate). 

15 et kai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate leaves xaí 
untranslated: see Annot. The versions of Ambro- 
siaster and Lefévre had the same rendering as 
Erasmus. 


15 &ióxovoi (1st.). The omission of oi before 
Biéxovoi may have been caused by an error 
of the typesetter, as all the Basle mss. had 
oi SidKovoi, and the article is also cited in 
Annot. 


15 ilius ato (“eius” Vg.). Erasmus prefers 
the more emphatic pronoun for referring back 
to satanas in vs. 14. 


15 personam in se transferunt uevaoxnuacriGovroa 
(“transfigurentur” Vg.). See on vss. 13-14, and 
Annot. The versions of Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefévre put transfigurantur. 


15 quasi sint cos (“velut” Vg.). Erasmus conveys 
more clearly the idea that this was a mere 
pretence. Lefévre had perinde atque sint. 


15 iuxta katk (“secundum” Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 


15 eorum oTov (“ipsorum” Vg.). The reflex- 
ive pronoun of the Vulgate was unnecessary 
in this context. See on Rom. 1,20. Erasmus’ 
rendering is the same as that of Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre. 


16 me putet ue SEN ("putet me” Vg. 1527). 
Once again the 1527 Vulgate column repro- 
duces the wording of the 1514 Froben edition. 
Erasmus renders the word-order more exactly, 
in agreement with the earlier Vulgate, Manetti 
and Lefévre. 


16 alioquin et iam vt ei BE un ye, Kav os 
(“alioquin velut” Vg.; “alioqui et vt” 1516). 
Erasmus provides a more adequate rendering 
of this string of Greek particles. See Annot. The 
version of Manetti had Alioquin et velut, and 
Lefévre Sin vero secus: vt. 
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&ppova  8é£ac8É ye, iva 
Ti «Kaya Kavxyńowpa. 

AG, oU AGA kar&à Küpiov, GAA’ 
os tv d&ppoovvn, èv Taut) Ti 
Urrootdoe Tis kauyüeos. imd 
TOÀAol kauxyóvroi koT& Thy odp- 
ka, Káyo  kauyfoopon. 19 ABEws 
yao dvéiyeobe Tv åppóvæv, gpdvi- 
uoi évtes. ~dvéyeobe yàp a Tis 
Uuas KataSovAci, ef tis KateoOiel, 
ef tis AapBéáve, ef tis étraip|etau, 
ei Tis Üp&s els mpóowmov Sépel 
Akat& &mpíav Aéyw, os Sti peis 
hovevijoauev. iv à © &v Tis 
ToÀu&, èv  &ppoovvg Aéyw, TOÀ- 
ud Kayo.  "'Eppoiol eioi, Kayo. 
"lepanAirai eioi, Kayo.  ocméppa 
Appaéáp eion, K&yo. 3 Biókovoi 
XpiotoU elo, mapappovæv AaAd, 
UTtp ya v KÓTOIS tre| piscotépas, 


MiKpóv 


US Aa- 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


insipientem accipite me, vt paululum 
quiddam et ego glorier. " Quod dico, 
non dico secundum dominum, sed 
velut per insipientiam, in hoc argu- 
mento gloriationis. ° Quandoquidem 
multi gloriantur secundum carnem, et 
ego gloriabor. ?Libenter enim suffer- 
tis insipientes, quum sitis sapientes. 
? Suffertis enim, si quis vos in seruitu- 
tem adigit, si quis exedit, si quis acci- 
pit, si quis attollit sese, si quis vos in 
faciem caedit: ?! iuxta contumeliam lo- 
quor: perinde quasi nos infirmi fueri- 
mus. Imo in quocunque audet aliquis, 
per insipientiam loquor, audeo et ego. 
? Hebraei sunt, sum et ego. Israeli- 
tae sunt, sum et ego. Semen Abrahae 
sunt, sum et ego. P Ministri Christi 
sunt, desipiens loquor, excellen | tius 
sum ego: in laboribus copiosius, 


17 per insipientiam B-E: in insipientia A | 20 caedit B-E: cedit A | 21 Imo B-E (imo B-D): 
sed A | per insipientiam B-E: in insipientia 4 | 22 prius sum B-E: om. A | Israelitae B-E: 
Israhelitae/4 | alt. sum B-E: om. A | tert. sum B-E: om. A | 23 desipiens C-E: delirans A B | 


excellentius sum B-E: plus A 


16 paululum quiddam et ego pu«póv Ti kày% 
(“et ego modicum quid" Vg). The Vulgate 
word-order corresponds with «á&yco mkpóv Th, 
attested by nearly all mss. Erasmus followed the 
text of his codd. 2815 and 2817, with little 
other ms. support. For his removal of modicum, 
see on ob. 6,7; 13,33. In Annot., he also suggests 
using paulisper or aliquantisper, of which the 
latter was also recommended by Valla Annot. 
Another suggestion of Valla was aliquantulum, 
which was adopted in Lefévre’s rendering, et ego 
aliquantulum. 


17 dico (twice) Aoc» ("loquor" Vg.). This change 
is affected by the presence of an object, 6. 
Erasmus prefers dico for particular statements: 
see on Job. 8,27. 


17 dominum «opiov (“deum” late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate reading has 
little support from Greek mss. See Annot. The 
same correction was made by Manetti and 
Lefévre. 


17 velut cx; (“quasi” Vg.). See on Job. 1,14. 
Lefévre also made this change. 

17 per insipientiam tv &ppooùvy (“in insipien- 
tia" 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 1,17. The same 
change occurs in vs. 21. Both mss. of Manetti's 
version had in insipientiam. 


17 boc argumento xat) Tij UTrootéoel (“hac 
substantia" Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 9,4. In Annot., 
Erasmus alternatively suggests using hac parte 
or hac materia, of which the latter had been 
adopted by Lefévre. 

17 gloriationis ti\s Kavytjoews ("gloriae" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 4,2, and Annot. The rendering of 
Erasmus is the same as that of Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre. 


18 Quandoquidem &mel. ("quoniam" Vg). See 
on Rom. 3,30. 


18 tiv. This word was omitted by cod. 2815, 
in company with P* ^N * D* F G H 098 and 
some other mss. Erasmus follows cod. 2817, 
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together with 1, 2105, 2816, and also N ^" B 
De and most other mss. 

19 sapientes ọpóvipor ("ipsi sapientes" Vg.). 
The Vulgate addition of ;psi lacks explicit Greek 
ms. support. 


20 Suffertis avéxeoOe (“Sustinetis” Vg.). Erasmus 
produces consistency with the rendering of the 
same Greek verb in vs. 19. See on vs. 1. Lefévre 


used foleratis in both vss. 19 and 20. 


20 in seruitutem adigit katadovaAoi (“in serui- 
tutem redigit" Vg.). A similar substitution oc- 
curs at Gal. 2,4. Possibly Erasmus wished to 
avoid the sense "bring back into slavery again", 
though the Vulgate expression has good clas- 
sical precedent in the sense of "reduce into 
slavery" (Plautus Aulularia 169; Caesar De Bello 
Gallico 2, 14, 2). Erasmus also used im seruitu- 
tem adacti for 5e&bouAcouévoi at Gal. 4,3. He 
retains i seruitutem redigo for 5ovAaywyéw at 
1 Cor. 9,27. 


20 exedit xateoðieı (“deuorat” Vg). Cf. on 
Iob. 2,17. More often Erasmus is content with 
deuoro for this Greek verb. 


20 attollit sese eraiperou (“extollitur” Vg.). See 
on 2 Cor. 10,5. Manetti put extollit. 


20 vos in faciem pds els vrpóocomov (“in fa- 
ciem vos" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects a differ- 
ent Greek word-order, eis mpóoc rov Upás, as 
found in 3355 N B D* F G H I" and a few 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, supported by 1 and 2105, as well as De" 
and most later mss. (cod. 2816 has óu&s xarà 
T'póccorrov). The same change was made by 
Lefévre. 


21 iuxta xará ("Secundum" Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23, and Annot. The version of Lefévre sub- 
stituted Quod ad. 


21 contumeliam &vwiav ("ignobilitatem" Vg.). 
This change is in accordance with Vulgate 
usage at Rom. 9,21; 2 Tim. 2,20. See on 1 Cor. 
11,14; 15,43, and Annot. In Lefévre’s version, 
the Greek word was rendered by dedecus. 

21 loquor (twice) Aéyw (“dico” Vg.) See on 
Iob. 8,27. 

21 perinde quasi cg St ("quasi" Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 4,18. Lefévre put quasi quia. 

21 infirmi fuerimus ġoðevhoapev ("infirmi fu- 
erimus in hac parte" late Vg. and some Vg. 
mss.) The late Vulgate corresponds with the 
addition of tv toute TH péper in cod. D. See 
Annot. The extra words, which appear to have 
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been borrowed from 2 Cor. 3,10, were deleted 
by both Manetti and Lefévre. 


21 Imo in quocunque tv œ ©’ &v (“In quo” Vg; 
“sed in quocunque” 1516). The Vulgate corres- 
ponds with the omission of 8’ in cod. D*. 
Erasmus’ use of quocunque gives a more precise 
rendering of & äv. See Annot. The version of 
Manetti put In quo autem. 


21 audet aliquis ig ToMu (“quis audet" Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 3,4, and Annot., for aliquis. The 
Vulgate is more literal as to the word-order. 
Manetti had si quis audet, and Lefèvre quispiam 
audet. 

21 per insipientiam tv &qpoowvy (“in insipi- 
entia" 1516 = Vg.). See on vs. 17. 

22 sum et ego (three times) k&yco ("et ego" 1516 
= Vg.). Erasmus provides a verb, to complete 
each clause. 


23 sunt tici ("sunt et ego" late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate corresponds with the addition of kaya 
in cod. H. In Annot., Erasmus objects that this 
insertion is inconsistent with the use of mèp 
èy% shortly afterwards. His rendering agrees 
with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 


23 desipiens rrapagpovóv (“vt minus sapiens” 
most Vg. mss., with Vg"*; "minus sapiens” cod. 
Sangermanensis, with Vg*; “delirans” 1516-19). 
Erasmus is more accurate here. The Vulgate 
endeavours to mitigate the extreme nature of 
the apostle's language. Cf. Annot. The version 
of Lefèvre likewise had desipiens, while Ambro- 
siaster and Manetti put insipiens. 


23 loquor AaAd ("dico" Vg.). See on Job. 8,27. 
Manetti anticipated this change. 

23 excellentius &mép (“plus” 1516 = Vg). This 
may be compared with the substitution of ex- 
cellentior for plus in rendering trepioodtepov 
at Mt. 11,9. At the present passage, according 
to Erasmus' interpretation, the apostle says, 
not that he is "more than" a minister, but that 
he goes far beyond others in fulfilling that 
ministry. 

23 sum ego tym ("ego" 1516 = Vg.). As before, 
Erasmus adds a verb to complete the sentence 
structure. 

23 copiosius Tepiccotépws ("plurimis" Vg). 
Erasmus is more accurate here, in rendering the 
Greek comparative adverb. See Annot. He pre- 
ferred copiosius rather than abundantius, so as to 
avoid repetition, seeing that abundantius is used 


428 


tv TAnyais UmrepBadAdvtws, iv puña- 
Kais TrepiocoTépoos, Ev Gavárois TroAA as: 
Abd 'loubaíicv Trevrókis Teocapákov- 
Ta Tape uíav ÉAofov *tpis èppaß- 
SioOnv: Graf £Ai8ácOnv: Tpis Evavcyn- 
oa vux8rjpepov év v uà Trerroínkoc 
% &Sortropiats TroAAÓKis, kivBUvots TO- 
Tapóv, kiv6Uvois Anotdv, kivBUvors ÈK 
yévous, kivOUvoig &€ ebvddv, kivbUvors 
èv TróAet, Kivduvois èv épnuia, KivSuvois 
tv OaAdoon, Kivõúvoiş èv yeuðaðéd- 
pois 7 iy kómw Kal póx8c, év &ypu- 
Trviais TroAAdKis, Ev Aiud Kai iyn, èv 
vnoteiats TOAAGKIS, Ev WuyXel Kal yup- 
vótt: P ycpis TÓv Trapskrós, fj &mi- 
ovotacis uou fj Kad’ fjuépav, fj uépiuva 
Tracey TOv ékkAnoiQv. is áàccvei, 
Kal otk à&oĝðevæ&; tis okav5oAiZeron, 


27 iyn Æ B-E: Siye: A* 
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in verberibus supra modum, in carceri- 
bus abundantius, in mortibus frequen- 
ter: “a Iudaeis quinquies quadragenas 
plagas, vna minus, accepi: ter vir- 
gis caesus fui: semel fui lapidatus: ter 
naufragium feci: noctem ac diem in 
profundo egi: “in itineribus saepe, 
in periculis fluminum, periculis latro- 
num, periculis ex genere, periculis ex 
gentibus, periculis in ciuitate, periculis 
in deserto, periculis in mari, periculis 
inter falsos fratres: in labore et mo- 
lestia, in vigiliis saepe, in fame et siti, 
in ieiuniis saepe, in frigore et nuditate: 
Z praeter ea quae extrinsecus accidunt, 
incumbens mihi quotidiana cura om- 
nium ecclesiarum. ” Quis infirmatur, 
et ego non infirmor? Quis offenditur, 


24 plagas B-E (ital): plagas A (rom.) | 25 caesus B-E: cesus A | 26 inter falsos fratres B-E: 


in falsis fratribus 4 | 28 
Sollicitudo de omnibus ecclesiis 4 


to render the same Greek word later in the sen- 
tence. It was the same desire for stylistic variety, 
perhaps, which led to the Vulgate adoption of 
plurimis in the first instance. Manetti put abun- 
dantius ... copiosius, and Lefèvre abundantius ... 
crebrius. 


23 in verberibus supra modum, in carceribus abun- 
dantius tv mAnyais UmeppaAAóvroxs, Ev quAa- 
Kaiis rrepicooTépoos (“in carceribus abundantius, 
in plagis supra modum" Vg.). The Vulgate re- 
flects a Greek text in which these two phrases 
are transposed, as in P* B D* and seven later 
mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
alongside 1, 2105, 2816, with N œ De H and 
about 560 later mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen 
Briefe vol. 2, pp. 693-6). See Annot. In rendering 
TAny elsewhere, Erasmus usually retains plaga. 
A possible reason why he substituted verberibus 
here was that he wished to avoid repetition, as 
he intended to use plaga in the following verse. 
Manetti put in plagis excellenter, in carceribus co- 
piosius, and Lefevre in plagis excessius, in carceribus 
crebrius. 


incumbens .. ecclesiarum B-E: conspiratio in me quotidiana. 


24 quinquies quadragenas plagas TEVTÓKIŞ Teoca- 
péxovra (“quinquies quadragenas" Vg.). Eras- 
mus’ addition of plagas was a helpful clarifica- 
tion, linking the passage with Dt. 25,2-3. See 
Annot., and also Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD 
IX, 4, pp. 236-7, ll. 923-937. In 1519-27, pla 
gas was placed in smaller type, and in 1535 in 
italics, to show that it was an interpretative 
addition. Valla Annot. proposed quinquies vnde- 
quadraginta for vrevtókis Teocapákovra Trapá 
uíav, adding “vt subaudiatur plagas". Lefèvre 
put quinquies quadragenas (vna dempta) plagas. 
25 virgis caesus fui tppapbicenv ("virgis cae- 
sus sum” Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2 for Erasmus’ 
preference for fui. The spelling of his Greek 
text was derived from cod. 2817, supported by 
cod. 2105 and many other late mss. In codd. 
1, 2815, 2816 and many other mss., commencing 
with P% N B D FG H, it is tpaPdicOnv. 
25 fui lapidatus thiOco8nv ("lapidatus sum" 
Vg.). For fui, see again on Rom. 4,2. Erasmus’ 
variation of the word-order creates an elegant 
partial chiasmus. 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS SECVNDA 


25 noctem ac diem ... egi vuy8tiuepov ... temoin- 
ka ("nocte et die ... fui” Vg.). In rendering the 
similar expression vuxra Kat fiuépav, Erasmus 
always uses the ablative, as in the Vulgate: nocte 
ac die (Mc. 4,27; Le. 2,37); nocte et die (Act. 20,31; 
26,7); nocte dieque (2 Thess. 3,8). His rendering 
of the present passage, using eg with the accusa- 
tive, more accurately preserves the relationship 
of verb and object, as expressed by the Greek 
text. He may also have wished to convey more 
precisely the sense of vuxðńpepov as meaning 
one day and one night, though ambiguity still 
remains. Cf. Annot. For ac, see on Joh. 1,25. The 
version of Manetti had nocte dieque ... fui, and 
Lefèvre nocte dieque ... laboraui. 

25 profundo t& Puð& ("profundo maris" Vg.). 
In Annot., Erasmus objects to the Vulgate ad- 
dition of maris, arguing somewhat implausibly 
that Bu@ds might also here refer to the depths 
of a prison. At Mt. 18,6, he retains profundum 
maris for TH redder Tfjg 9o oon. Lefèvre 
substituted alto, omitting maris. 

26 in periculis xiv8uvois ("periculis Vg.). 
Erasmus inserts iz to mark the beginning of 
a new category of difficulties experienced by 
the apostle. Lefévre made the same change. 
26 deserto tprnuia "solitudine" Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at Hebr. 11,38, in accordance 
with the usual rendering of épnuos. Erasmus 
here prefers the less ambiguous word, as solitudo 
can also mean "loneliness". However, he retains 
solitudo for èpnpia at Mc. 8,4, and for Épnuos 
at Act. 7,38; Ap. Iob. 12,6. At Mt. 15,33, render- 
ing gonuia, he replaces desertum by solitudo. At 
the present passage, he has the same word as 
Ambrosiaster. 


26 inter falsos fratres tv yevSadéAqors (“in falsis 
fratribus" 1516 — Vg). See on Job. 15,24 for 
inter, Lefevre, less accurately, had a falsis fratribus. 


27 molestia u6y8e (“aerumna” Vg.). At the two 
other passages where uóyx8os is coupled with 
KOTros (1 Thess. 2,9; 2 Thess. 3,8), Erasmus ren- 
ders uóx8os by sudor, in place of fatigatio. See 
on vs. 28 for his replacement of aerumna by 
sollicitudo in rendering pépipva at Mc. 4,19. In 
Annot., he indicates that he has borrowed mo- 
lestia from "Ambrose" (i.e. Ambrosiaster). Eras- 
mus also uses molestia to render kóros at Gal. 
6,17 (1522), and occasionally for Autéw and 
Aun. 

27 saepe (twice) TOAAGKIS (“multis” Vg). The 
Vulgate rendering corresponds with troAAais 
in cod. D*, though it was perhaps only a 
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matter of translation, avoiding repetition of 
saepe from vs. 26: cf. the Vulgate use of plurimis 
instead of abundantius in vs. 23, above, and see 
also Annot. The version of Manetti had crebro 
.. sepe, and Lefèvre frequenter ... saepe. 


27 BSiyn. This incorrect spelling, also found in 
cod. B*, was first introduced in the 1516 errata. 
Most mss., including codd. 1, 2815, 2816, 2817, 
have õie, as in the 1516 text (in cod. 2105, 
iv Aiud Kai Siye: was omitted). 


28 ea t&v (“illa” Vg.). Erasmus dispenses with 
the added emphasis of ila. Cf. Annot. 


28 quae extrinsecus accidunt rapekrós (“quae 
intrinsecus sunt” Vg. 1527; “quae extrinsecus 
sunt" Annot., lemma = Vg. mss.). Erasmus finds 
a more vigorous verb, well suited to the context: 
see Annot. The erroneous spelling of the 1527 
Vulgate column, intrinsecus, followed the Froben 
Vulgate of 1514. The earlier Vulgate, Ambro- 
siaster and Manetti had quae extrinsecus sunt. 
Lefèvre had quae forinsecus sunt. 


28 incumbens mihi ù Emovotacis uou (“instan- 
tia mea” Vg.; "conspiratio in me" 1516). Eras- 
mus’ use of conspiratio in 1516 (cf. concursus at 
Act. 24,12) was prompted by the Greek “scholia” 
of cod. 2817°™™: see Annot. In 1519, however, 
he treated émovotacis and pépiyva as being 
in apposition to one another. See on Act. 6,4 
for incumbo. A few mss., commencing with 
P“ N* B F G H*, read 4 étriotacis uoi, 
while N ©" D have fj étriotacis pov. A similar 
substitution of Erríoracis occurs in a few early 
mss. at Act. 24,12. Erasmus’ text follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, with 1, 2105, 2816 and most 
other late mss. 


28 cura f) vépipva (“Sollicitudo” 1516 = Vg). 
A similar substitution occurs at Mt. 13,22; 
1 Petr. 5,7, in accordance with Vulgate usage at 
Le. 21,34. Erasmus retains sollicitudo at Lc. 8,14, 
and uses sollicitudo to replace aerumna at Mc. 4,19, 
both rendering the same Greek word (see also 
on molestia in vs. 27, above). In 1516, Sollicitudo 
begins a new sentence, arising from the sub- 
stitution of conspiratio earlier in the verse. The 
1519 wording follows the version of Lefèvre. 


28 omnium ecclesiarum woody Tov ExkNnoióv 
(“de omnibus ecclesiis" 1516). The change in 
1516 was, no doubt, designed to ensure that the 
Greek was understood as an objective genitive. 


29 offenditur oxavbaAMLeroa (“scandalizatur” 
Vg.). See on Job. 6,61. Erasmus again has the 
same rendering as Lefèvre. 
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kal oùk yœ TupoUpot; ei kauyã- 
oða Sei, Tà Tis &cOevelas uou kauy- 
oopa. 

318 Ges Kal TaThp ToU kupíou Adv 
"noo XpicToU ofSev, ó dv evAoyn- 
TOs eis Tous aidvas, Sti où WetSouat. 
Ziy Aouaoxo ó t&vapyns Apéta ToU 
PaciAécs &ppoupe thy Aapacknvday 
TOA, Tridoa pe év, kal Sick 
Oupíbos iv capydavn tyaAdoOnv Bi 
TOU telyous, Kal é£épuyov tds xeipas 
ovToU. 


1 2 Kauy&o8o Sh oU cuppéper uoi, 
EAeUcouoi yap eis órrrocoías koi 
àmokadúyss | kupiou. 7 ofSa &vOporrrov 


31 nuov B-E: om. A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


et ego non vror? Si gloriari oporteat, 
de his quae infirmitatis meae sunt, 
gloriabor. 

31 Deus et pater domini nostri Iesu 
Christi qui est laudandus in secula, 
nouit quod non mentiar. ?In Da- 
masci ciuitate, gentis praefectus no- 
mine Aretae regis excubias posuerat 
in Damascenorum vrbe, cupiens me 
comprehendere, “ac per fenestram in 
sporta demissus fui per moenia, effugi- 
que manus eius. 


1 Gloriari sane non expedit mihi, 
veniam enim ad visiones et re- 
uelationes | domini. ?Noui hominem 


31 nostri B-E: om. A | laudandus B-E: benedictus A | secula C-E: saecula A B | 32 gen- 
tis B-E: plebis Æ | nomine B-E: om. A | 33 ac B-E:etA | effugique B-E: et effugi A 


12,1 mihi B-E: om. A | 2 Noui B-E; Scio A 


30 oporteat Sei ("oportet" Vg.). Erasmus’ substi- 
tution of the subjunctive conveys the sense that 
this is only a hypothetical condition, and that 
the apostle was not actually saying that it is 
right to "boast". 


30 de bis quae ... sunt t& ("quae ... sunt" Vg.). 
Erasmus adds de bis, preferring not to use a 
direct object with glorior, though the Vulgate 
is more literal. Ambrosiaster put iz bis que ... 
sunt, and Lefèvre in iis quae ... sunt. 


31 nostri fjuówv (omitted in 1516 = some Vg. 
mss.). The omission of this pronoun in 1516 
was prompted by cod. 2817, with support from 
cod. 1, as well as X B F G H and most other 
mss. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus suggested that 
the word was not found in Greek mss. ("redun- 
dat iuxta graecos"), though consultation of his 
Basle mss. should have alerted him to the fact 
that it was contained in codd. 2105, 2815, 2816. 
It is also in cod. 3 and many other late mss., 
together with cod. D, Ambrosiaster and the late 
Vulgate. Erasmus accordingly reinstated fjpóv 
in 1519, and modified the wording of Annot. 
to “in nonnullis Graecorum exemplaribus non 
apponitur". Manetti omitted this word. 


31 qui... secula, nouit dev, ó ... aidvas ("scit, 
qui ... secula" Vg.). For clarity, Erasmus moves 


the verb so that it immediately precedes the 
subordinate clause which relates to it. For his 
use of nouit, see on Rom. 14,14. Both Manetti 
and Lefèvre made the same transposition of the 
verb, but retained scit. 


31 laudandus sùħoynrtós (“benedictus” 1516 
7 Vg.). See on Rom. 1,25. 


31 mentiar peoSouai (“mentior” Vg.). For Eras- 
mus’ use of the subjunctive after quod, see on 
Toh. 1,20. 


32 In Damasci ciuitate tv AauacKé ( "Damasci" 
Vg.). Erasmus expanded the wording, to pre- 
vent Damasci from being connected too closely 
with praepositus (or praefectus): see Annot. For 
other additions of ciuitas, see on Act. 8,26. An 
unfortunate consequence of this insertion is 
that it duplicates the use of rróAw later in the 
sentence. 


32 gentis praefectus & tOv&pyns ("praepositus 
gentis" Vg; "plebis praefectus" 1516). See on 
Act. 7,10, and Annot. The version of Lefèvre had 
praefectus gentis. 

32 nomine Aretae Apita ("Aretae" 1516 = Vg.). 
Erasmus adds nomine, to avoid gentis ... Aretae 
being misunderstood to mean the "nation of 
Aretas”. Cf. Annot. 
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32 excubias posuerat in Damascenorum vrbe &ppoU- 
pet Tv. Aapacknvóv TróAv (“custodiebat ci- 
uitatem Damascenorum" Vg.). The Vulgate is 
more literal here, though it probably reflects 
the transposition of tóv and Aapaoxnvay, 
as in codd. $ B D* F G H and a few other 
mss. The Greek text of Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, and 
also D*" and most other mss. He retains a 
stodio at the three other N.T. passages where 
Qpoupéo occurs. At the present passage, having 
regard to the ethnarch's intention of arresting 
Paul, the more colourful expression chosen by 
Erasmus was well suited to the context. He 
could, however, have reproduced the Greek 
grammatical structure more accurately by put- 
ting excubiis custodiebat Damascenorum vrbem. 
The change to vrbem was designed to avoid 
repetition of ciuitas, which Erasmus had inserted 
earlier in the sentence (cf. ciuitas ... vrbe at Act. 
16,12). Lefèvre put obseruabat Damascenorum 
ciuitatem. 

32 cupiens me comprehendere mioa ue 06Acov 
(“vt me comprehenderet” Vg.). The Vulgate re- 
flects the omission of 6éAcov, as in codd. B D*. 
The text of Erasmus is supported by nearly all 
other mss., commencing with N Do" H. See 
Annot. The version of Manetti put comprehendere 
me volens, and Lefèvre appraehendere me volens. 


33 ac xai ("et^ 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 
Lefévre put sed. 

33 demissus fui txxAcoOnv ("dimissus sum" 
Vg.). At Act. 9,25, Erasmus followed the Vulgate 
in using summitto for XaAóbo. See ad loc. for 
demitto, and on Rom. 4,2 for fui. Ambrosiaster 
(1492) and Lefévre put demissus sum. 


33 moenia tot telyous ("murum" Vg). The 
Vulgate is more literal in using the singular. 
Erasmus probably considered that the Greek 
word, in this context, meant the fortified wall 
of the city, and not just the wall of a house. 
A similar substitution of moenia for murus 
occurs at Hebr. 11,30, though Erasmus retains 
murus at Act. 9,25 and at several passages of 
Ap. Iob. ch. 21, in rendering the same Greek 
word. 


33 effugique xc &E&puyov (“et sic effugi" late 
Vg. and some Vg. mss.; "et effugi" 1516 = Vg. 
mss.). The late Vulgate addition of sic is unsup- 
ported by Greek mss. For -que, see on Job. 1,39. 
See also Annot. The earlier Vulgate, Ambro- 
siaster and Manetti had et effugi, as in Erasmus’ 
1516 edition, while Lefévre had atque effugi. 
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12,1 Gloriart Kauyãoða ("Si gloriari" Vg.). 
The Vulgate corresponds with the insertion of 
el before kauy&o8on, as in codd. N H and 
a few later mss. In Annot, Erasmus plausibly 
suggests that the replacement of kavy&o@a1 51) 
by el kauy&o9o1 Sei was influenced by the use 
of the same phrase at 2 Cor. 11,30. Erasmus’ 
correction agreed with the wording of Ambro- 
siaster, Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre, 


1 sane Sh (“oportet” Vg.). The Vulgate reflects 
the substitution of Sei, as in P“ B D» F 
G H and many other mss., including cod. 1, 
and this was also how Erasmus cited the Greek 
text at the beginning of his note on this passage 
in Annot. However, he discusses both readings 
and concludes that Sei was either a harmonisa- 
tion with 2 Cor. 11,30 or an accidental change 
by scribes (see the previous note). His N.T. text 
followed codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
2105, 2816 and many other late mss. Another 
variant, é, was adopted by codd. N$ D*. The 
first two readings were both mentioned in Valla 
Annot. and Lefèvre Comm. The version of 
Manetti had ergo, and Lefèvre certe. 


1 mibi uoi ("quidem" Vg; 1516 omits). The 
Vulgate followed a Greek text substituting pév, 
as in P“ N B F G and ten other mss. Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 
1, 2105, 2816"4, as well as D^" and about 
570 later mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 2, pp. 697-700). In Annot., he took the view 
that pév was an accidental scribal substitution. 
His 1519 rendering was the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre 
(except that Lefèvre had the spelling michi). 


1 enim yap (“autem” Vg.). The Vulgate corre- 
sponds with the substitution of 5&, as found 
in P“ N (B) F G H and a few other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, with 1, 
2105, 2816, and also cod. D and most later mss. 
See Annot. The use of pév ... Sé in the text 
under-lying the Vulgate has the appearance of 
being an artificial antithesis that was created by 
an early corrector of the text. If such a corrector 
found that pév already stood in place of uoi 
in his exemplar (see the previous note), this 
could have prompted him to make the con- 
struction symmetrical by the use of &é. Both 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change as 
Erasmus. 


2 Noui ða (“Scio” 1516 - Vg) See on 


lob. 1,33; Rom. 14,14. Manetti anticipated this 
change. 
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èv Xplore mpd ræv Sexarecodpov, 
cite £v ccopaTti, OK olda eire ExTds ToU 
OMUATOS, oUk olda ó Beds olbev: å&pra- 
ytvra tov ToioUTov tws Tpírou ovpa- 
vow 3xal ofa Tóv ToioÜTov &vepewtrov, 
cite Èv ocopari, cite &KTOS TOU CWUATOSŞ, 
ok ofS: ó Oeds olõev: * ri hpréyn els 
Tov Trapd&eigov, Kal Tjkoucev &ppnra 
prvata, & ook &&óv dvOpatre AaAijoat. 
Sump ToU To1ovTou Kauyrjcopal, UTrép 
Bt épavToU oU Kavuytiooual, ef pr èv 
Tods doGevelais pou. Sav yàp 8e joco 
Kauxńocacðai, OUK Écopat &gpov, GAT- 
Octav. yap épó»* peiSopuar SÈ ur) Tis els Eve 
Aoyiontar UTEP ð BAETrEL pe, T) &KOVE! TI 
ÈE tuot. 7 kal ti UmreppoA fj Tov &rroka- 
Avec iva pi) ürrepatpopod, &68n poi 
oKoAoy Ti capki, &yysAos oatãv, iva 


12,4 ow ABD E: auk C | 5 ou B-E: ovk A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


in Christo ante annos quatuordecim, 
an in corpore, nescio: an extra corpus, 
nescio, deus nouit: raptum huiusmodi 
in tertium vsque coelum: ?et scio hu- 
iusmodi hominem: an in corpore, an 
extra corpus, nescio, deus nouit: *ra- 
ptum fuisse in paradisum, et audisse 
arcana verba, quae fas non sit homini 
loqui. 5*Super huiusmodi homine glo- 
riabor, de me ipso vero non gloriabor, 
nisi super infirmitatibus meis. Nam 
si voluero gloriari, non ero insipiens, 
veritatem enim dicam: sed parco vobis, 
ne quis de me cogitet, supra id quod 
videt esse me, aut quod audit ex me. 
"Et ne excellentia reuelationum supra 
modum efferrer, datus fuit mihi sti- 
mulus per carnem, nuncius satanae, vt 


2 in tertium vsque B-E; vsque in tertium A | 4 raptum fuisse B-E: quod raptus fuerit A | 
audisse B-E: audierit A | 5 super infirmitatibus B-E: in infirmitatibus Æ | 6 vobis B-E (ital): 


vobis A (rom.) | de B-E: in A 


2 an (twice) cite (“siue” Vg.). A similar sub- 
stitution occurs in vs. 3, though Erasmus ren- 
ders all other instances of cite by sine. The 
reason for this change is that he understood 
these clauses as indirect questions, coupled 
with nescio. See Annot. 


2 nescio (1st.) ovx ofa (late Vg. omits). The 
late Vulgate omission has little support from 
Greek mss. See Annot. The correction made by 
Erasmus produces agreement with the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


2 nouit olSev ("scit" Vg.). See on Rom. 14,14. 


2 buiusmodi tov toiottov (“huiuscemodi” 
Vg. 1527). Some mss. of the Vulgate had eius- 
modi, others huiusmodi (as in Ambrosiaster). 
The 1527 Vulgate column, which has huiusce- 
modi in vss. 2, 3 and 5, follows the Froben Vul- 
gate of 1514. See on Rom. 16,18. Manetti had 
talem, and Lefèvre eum ipsum. 


2 in tertium vsque &os tpitov ("vsque ad ter- 
tium" Vg; "vsque in tertium" 1516). See on 


Act. 1,2; 17,15, for the position of vsque. Lefévre 
had the same rendering as Erasmus’ 1516 
edition. 


3 buiusmodi tov rovoUrov ("huiuscemodi" Vg. 
1527). See on vs. 2. Ambrosiaster and Manetti 
had zalem, and Lefèvre eum ipsum. 

3 an (twice) cite ("siue" Vg.). See on vs. 2. 

3 compat. Cod. 2815 adds où ofa, from 
harmonisation with vs. 2, in company with a 
few other late mss. 

3 nouit ofSev (“scit” Vg.). See on Rom. 14,14. 
4 raptum fuisse ... audisse 6i fypmrácyn ... fikouotv 
("quoniam raptus est ... audiuit" Vg; "quod 
raptus fuerit ... audierit" 1516). Erasmus shifts 
to the accusative and infinitive construction, in 
artificial conformity with the use of raptum in 
vs. 2. Manetti put quod raptus est, and Lefèvre 
quod raptus fuit, both followed shortly afterwards 
by audiuit. 

4 fas non sit où &&óv (“non licet" Vg.). Erasmus 
uses a similar expression to render &8éurrov 
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at Act. 10,28 (1519) and oux &youciv. &£ovoí- 
av at Hebr. 13,10. Elsewhere he almost always 
retains licet for Eco. Lefèvre had non liceret. 


5 Super... de... super UTttp ... UTtép ... iv ("Pro 
... pro ... in” Vg.; "Super ... de ... in” 1516). See 
on Rom. 5,3; 2 Cor. 5,12. Erasmus does not 
match the consistency of the Vulgate here. A 
sequence of de... de... super would have preserved 
some distinction between úmép and v. 


5 huiusmodi bomine to toiowTtou (“huiusce- 
modi” Vg. 1527). See on vs. 2. Other late Vul- 
gate editions have buiusmodi (the rendering of 
Ambrosiaster), while some earlier Vulgate mss. 
had eiusmodi. Erasmus adds homine, to prevent 
buiusmodi from being understood as meaning 
"such a thing”: see Annot. The version of Ma- 
netti had hoc tali, and Lefèvre re tali. 


5 me ipso tuautou (“me” Vg.). Erasmus renders 
the reflexive pronoun more emphatically. See 
Annot. The same change was made by Lefévre, 
while Manetti had the word-order me autem 
ipso. 

5 vero 8€ (“autem” Vg.) See on Job. 1,26. 


Lefévre began the sentence with Egwidem pro 
meipso. 


5 non gloriabor où Kovyijooum (“nihil” late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate omission of gloriabor is 
unsupported by Greek mss. Further, the Vulgate 
use of nihil corresponds more closely with 
ovSév, as in P“. See Annot. The wording of 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre was the 
same as that of Erasmus. 


6 si &&v (“etsi” Vg.). The Vulgate addition of 
et has little support from Greek mss. The ver- 
sion of Manetti began the sentence with Si 
enim, and Lefévre with Qui tametsi. 


6 sed parco vobis petSopna St ("parco autem" 
Vg.). See on Joh. 1,26. Erasmus adds vobis, to 
provide an object for parco: in 1519-27, he 
placed this pronoun in smaller type, and in 
1535 in italics, to show that the word does not 
explicitly correspond with the Greek text. Lefèvre 
put Abstineo tamen. 


6 de cis (omitted in late Vg. and some Vg. mss.; 
“in” 1516 = some Vg. mss.). See on 2 Cor. 10,16, 
and Annot. The late Vulgate omission has little 
support other than 3B'é. Manetti and Lefèvre 
both had in. 


6 cogitet Koylontai (“existimet” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 2,3, and Annot. The version of Lefévre 
had reputet. 
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6 esse me pe (“in me” late Vg.). The late Vulgate 
addition of iz lacks Greek ms. support. Erasmus 
adds esse, for clarification. The earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre put just me, 
omitting in. 

6 quod audit &«xove Tı (“audit aliquid” late 
Vg.). Erasmus changes the meaning slightly, to 
remove the apparent clash between id quod and 
aliquid. The earlier Vulgate omitted aliquid, cor- 
responding with the omission of Ti in codd. 
N * BD F G I and a few later mss. Erasmus’ 
Greek text follows codd. 2815 and 2817, with 
support from 1, 2105, 2816, as well as P% N ^7 
D* and most later mss. The pronoun mi has 
the merit of being a lectio difficilior as it compli- 
cates the connection between &kowve and the 
earlier úmrèp 6. Lefèvre put quicquam audit. 


7 me excellentia. reuelationum supra modum effer- 
rer Ti; UTEPBOAT TÀv étroKaAUWeoo iva ur 
Urrepaipwycat ("ne magnitudo reuelationum 
extollat me" Vg.) Erasmus more accurately 
reproduces the passive sense of the Greek verb. 
He uses excellentia to convey more fully the 
meaning of UiepBoAt, as something which 
goes beyond or surpasses. At Phil. 3,8, he also 
uses excellentia in rendering TÒ Utrepéyov. See 
on Rom. 11,20 for effero. For Erasmus’ use of 
supra modum, see on 2 Cor. 10,14. See also 
Annot. A suggestion of Valla Annot. was excellentia 
reuelationum ne extollar, which Lefèvre transposed 
into ne excellentia reuelationum extollar (cf. Am- 
brosiaster, ne sublimitate reuelationum extollar). 
Manetti put ze excessu renelationum extollar. 


7 datus fuit óð ("datus est" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 4,2. Lefèvre replaced datus est ... stimulus 
by datum est ... flagellum. 


7 per carnem TÑ capki (“carnis meae" Vg.). 
Erasmus here seems to prefer an instrumental 
sense for the Greek dative. In Annot., however, 
he follows Valla Annot. in proposing carni or 
in carne. Lefèvre adopted carni. 


7 nuncius &yysħoşs (“angelus” Vg). Either 
rendering is legitimate. À similar substitution 
occurs at Mt. 11,10; Mc. 1,2, but not in the 
parallel passage at Lc. 7,27. 


7 vt iva (“qui” late Vg.). Erasmus gives a more 
literal rendering, though the use of qui to intro- 
duce a purpose clause is a common classical 
idiom. See Annot. The change made by Eras- 
mus agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosi- 
aster, Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre (both 
columns). 
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we KoAagiln, iva ph úmepaipwpa. 
8imtp ToUrou Tpis TÓv KUplov maps- 
KóAeca, Iva atrooti åm’ époU, xoi 
&ipnké pot Apk coi Ñ xépis pov 
f$, yàp Suvapis uou v doGeveia TE- 
Asottal. biota ov paAAOV Kav- 
Xfjcouoai èv tais dobeveiars pou, fva 
étioknvecn m pè f SUvayis ToU 
Xpiotoy. 816 etSoxd iv &oðe- 
velous, év UBpeoiw, èv éváykoug, èv 
Siwypois, iv otevoxwpiais UTrép Xpi- 
ocToU. dtav yap dobevd, Tote ðu- 
vaTÓs eip. 

1Péyova &gpov Kauyapevos. Üueis 
we TwayKdoate tya yàp dgeidAov úp’ 
úv ocuvícTac8oi. oU5tv yàp vorté- 
pnoa tæv itp | Aíav é&mooTóAov: 
el kai oU8év cipi. arà piv onueia 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


me colaphis caederet, ne supra mo- 
dum efferrer. *Super hoc ter domi- 
num rogaui, vt discederet a me, "et 


dixit mihi: Sufficit tibi gratia mea: 


nam virtus mea per infirmitatem per- 
ficitur. Libentissime igitur gloriabor 
potius super infirmitatibus meis, vt in- 
habitet in me virtus Christi. ' Quam- 
obrem placeo mihi in infirmitatibus, 
in contumeliis, in necessitatibus, in 
persequutionibus, in anxietatibus pro 
Christo. Quum enim infirmus sum, 
tunc robustus sum. 

"Factus sum insipiens gloriando. 
Vos me coegistis: nam ego debueram 
a vobis commendari. Nulla enim in 
re inferior fui summis apostolis: | 
tametsi nihil sum. Signa quidem 


7 alt. virepoapcouoa A B D E: vmepoipoouon C | 9 yap Æ B-E: om. A* 


7 caederet B-E: cederet A | 9 prius virtus B-E: fortitudo A | alt. mea Æ B-E: tua A* | 
per infirmitatem B-E: in infirmitate 4 | gloriabor potius super B-E: potius gloriabor in A | 
alt. virtus B-E; fortitudo A | 11 debueram B-E: debui A 


7 colaphis caederet vohagifn (“colaphizet” Vg.). 
The Vulgate verb, colaphizo, did not exist in 
classical Latin usage, and was no more than a 
transliteration of the Greek word. Lefévre had 
cedat (= caedat). 

7 ne supra modum efferrer iva ph UTrepaipwpan 
(Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission was supported 
by codd. N* A D F G and five later mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 
1, 2105, 2816, with P* N ©" B I” and about 
550 later mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 2, pp. 700-2). See Annot. This second in- 
stance of iva pi) ümrepaípcouan could perhaps 
be explained as a deliberate repetition by the 
apostle, for the sake of emphasis. If these words 
were not already present in the text, a copyist 
would have had little reason to think of repeat- 
ing them here. Correspondingly it is understand- 
able that a few scribes, who considered the 
repetition of this phrase to be superfluous, 
decided to delete it. The rendering of Ambrosi- 
aster, Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre was ne 
extollar. 


8 Super hoc mèp towTtov ("Propter quod" Vg.). 
Erasmus is more accurate here. In Annot., he 
also suggested de hoc (cf. 2 Cor. 1,8) or pro hoc. 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre put propter boc. 


9 yáp. This word was omitted from all editions 
of Annot. and also from the 1516 Greek text, 
contrary to the accompanying Latin version as 
well as Erasmus' Greek mss. at Basle. It was 
reinstated by the 1516 errata. 


9 virtus (twice) SUvapis (“fortitudo” 1516). A 
similar substitution of fortitudo occurs at Eph. 
1,19; 3,16, in accordance with Vulgate usage at 
Act. 6,8: see on Rom. 1,4, and Annot. In 1519, 
Erasmus returned to the Vulgate rendering. 
Lefévre had potestas. 


9 mea (2nd.) you (Vg. omits; “tua” 1516 Lat. 
text). The Vulgate omission is supported by 
3p'eid MN * A* B D* F G and a few later mss. 
Erasmus' Greek text follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 
com Aco por and most later mss. See Annot. 
The inclusion of this pronoun is of some 
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importance as it makes clear that Súvapış is 
a reference to the power of the Lord (cf. ù 
Súvapış ToU XpicToU at the end of this verse) 
rather than a philosophical comment on the 
nature of power itself. If you were not genuine, 
it might be supposed that a corrector added 
this word as an attempted doctrinal “improve- 
ment", An alternative explanation is that it was 
part of the apostolic wording, but that a few 


scribes accidentally omitted it or mistakenly 
thought that it was redundant to the sense. 
Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefévre likewise all 
had mea here. 


9 per infirmitatem tv Gobeveig (“in infirmitate" 
1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 


9 Libentissime fio 1a ( Libenter" Vg.). Erasmus 
more accurately renders the Greek superlative. 
See Annot. His wording was the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot, Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


9 gloriabor potius u&AXov Kauynoouai (“gloria- 
bor" Vg.; "potius gloriabor" 1516). The Vulgate 
corresponds with the omission of u&AAov in 
a few late mss. Erasmus' 1516 edition is more 
literal as to the Latin word-order; his change 
in 1519 was designed to avoid potius being mis- 
understood as relating to J/Pentissime. See Annot. 
The rendering of Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot., 
Manetti and Lefévre was magis gloriabor. 


9 super tv ("in" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 5,3. 


10 Quamobrem 814 ("Propter quod" Vg). See 
on Rom. 1,26. Manetti put Idcirco. 


10 placeo mibi ebõok& ("placebo" Annot., lem- 
ma). In using the more accurate present tense, 
Erasmus (and also the 1527 Vulgate column) 
had the same rendering as the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti. See Annot. The ver- 
sion of Lefèvre substituted bono sum animo. 


10 infirmitatibus &oðeveions (“infirmitatibus 
meis” late Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of 
meis corresponds with the addition of pou in 
codd. Fe" G. See Annot. The same correction 
was made by Manetti and Lefévre (except that 
the first hand of Urb. Lat. 6 mistakenly added 
meis. Si enim voluero gloriari after infirmitatibus, 
as the scribe lost his place in the text and 
jumped back to vss. 5-6). 


10 anxietatibus otevoywpiais (“angustiis” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 2,9. 


10 infirmus sum &c8cvó) (“infirmor” Vg.). See 
on Job. 11,1. 
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10 robustus Buverrós ("potens" Vg.). For Eras- 
mus' use of robustus elsewhere, see on 1 Cor. 
1,27. At 2 Cor. 13,9, he prefers to contrast 
infirmus with validus, in rendering the same 
Greek word. Usually he retains potens. 


11 gloriando kauycousvos (Vg. omits). The Vul- 
gate omission is supported by p“ NX ABD 
F G and more than fifty other mss. Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 
1, 2105, 2816 and about 500 other mss. (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 702-4). 
See Annot. If xauyapevos were not authentic, 
it would be necessary to imagine that it was an 
explanatory addition by scribes. However, it is 
well suited to the context, and consistent with 
Pauline syntax at Gal. 4,16 (Expos ... yéyova 
&AnGevoov). It remains possible that some scribes 
accidentally or deliberately omitted the word. 
The version of Manetti had gloriosus, and Lefèvre 
glorians. 

11 nam ego Eyco yap (“Ego enim" Vg.). See on 
lob. 3,34. Lefèvre replaced ego enim debui with 
quia par fuerat me. 


11 debueram a vobis dpeidov bq’ Guów (“a 
vobis debui” late Vg. and some Vg. mss.; “debui 
a vobis" 1516 =some Vg. mss.). Erasmus is 
more literal as to the word-order, by comparison 
with the late Vulgate. For his preference for the 
pluperfect, see on Joh. 1,19. Lefévre also used 
the pluperfect tense here, but changed to an 
impersonal construction, par fuerat me a vobis 
(see the previous note). Ambrosiaster and Ma- 
netti had the same rendering as Erasmus' 1516 
edition. 


11 Nulla... in re inferior fui oUBkv ... VoTEPT Oa 
(“Nihil ... minus feci” late Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 
4,4 for the removal of nihil, and on 2 Cor. 11,5 
for inferior sum. In Annot., lemma, Erasmus 
cites the Vulgate wording as if it omitted enim, 
though it appears in his 1527 Vulgate column. 
Manetti put Nihil enim defect, and Lefèvre nichilo 
enim minus babui. 


11 summis apostolis ta&v UTEP Mav &rrooTóAcov 
("ab his qui sunt supra modum apostoli" Vg.). 
See on 2 Cor. 11,5, and Annot., where Erasmus 
also renders by excellentissimis apostolis. Lefèvre 
had quam praecellentes apostoli. Manetti's version 
had ab his quae supra modum sunt apostoli (sic). 


11 oWSév (2nd.). Cod. 2815 substituted un8év, 
apparently without other ms. support. 


12 quidem yév (“tamen” Vg.). A few later Greek 
mss. replace Tà pév with GAAG vá, or GAAK 


436 


ToU é&mocTÓAou karepyé&oen £v úpřv 
év Tác) UTropovfj, tv onuelois Kai Té- 
paci Kal Buvópeci. Bri ydp tor 6 
firríj9nre UTrep Tas Aoitras ExkAnolas, 
ei ut) óri avtos iya oU karevópkn- 
oa Udy; xapícac8é por Thy åðıkiav 
TOUTTyV. 

V^|5ou Tpirov Etoipws Éyco éeAGeiv 
Trpós Úu, Kal où KaTavapKiow Udy. 
oU yàp &nTó Tà ÜpOv, GAA’ óp&s. oU 
yap diet Ta Téxva Tos yoveOo: 8rjcau- 
pide, &AA' of yoveis vois Tékvois. Séyd 
Sè fjBio ra Satravijow, kai ék6orravner- 
copa UTrép TOV yuyxóv Udy, el Kad TE- 
piccorépos Upas &yaræv, Tirrov &ya- 
nõua. zoe é, tye oU karrepápnoa 
Ús, AA’ ümrápycv travotipyos, Sóu 
óp&s EAaBov. "uh tiva dv &mécToÀ- 
Ka Trpós Upds, 61 atrto émAeovékrnoa 


13 ov E: ovk A-D 


12 cum B-E: in Á | 
reponere A | 16 cepi B-E: coepi A 


Tà pév (cf. codd. F G, &AAe Tà pév), or Tà 
pévton, all of which may have been caused by 
retranslation from the Vulgate. In Annot., Eras- 
mus suggested using certe. Manetti put autem. 


12 apostoli tot &rootóAou ("apostolatus mei” 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate lacks explicit Greek 
ms. support: see Annot. The correction made 
by Erasmus agrees with the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


12 peracta fuerunt kocveipyóoO0n (“facta sunt” 
Vg.). Erasmus aims to convey the meaning 
of the Greek prefix kat-. For fuerunt, see on 
Rom. 4,2. Lefèvre had peracta sunt. 


12 inter vos tv Üyiv (“super vos" Vg.) In 
Annot., Erasmus suggests that the Vulgate repre- 
sents a different text, ép’ Uuiv, though this 
lacks Greek ms. support. Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefèvre put in vobis. 


12 cum èv (“in” 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,4. 

12 et signis tv onpeiois ("in signis" late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate is more literal here. The 
earlier Vulgate, which omits iz, is supported by 


13 quid est B-E: om. A | 
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apostoli peracta fuerunt inter vos cum 
omni patientia et signis et prodigiis 
et potentibus factis. Nam quid est 
in quo fuistis inferiores caeteris eccle- 
siis, nisi quod ipse ego non fuerim 
vobis onerosus? Condonate mihi hanc 
iniuriam. 

M Ecce tertio propensus animo 
sum, vt veniam ad vos, nec ero vo- 
bis onerosus. Non enim quaero quae 
vestra sunt, sed vos. Non enim debent 
filii parentibus recondere, sed filiis 
parentes. Ego vero libentissime im- 
pendam, et expendar pro animabus 
vestris: licet vberius vos diligens, mi- 
nus diligar. Sed esto, ipse non graua- 
ui vos: verum quum essem astutus, 
dolo vos cepi. "Num per quenquam 
eorum quos misi ad vos, expilaui 


14 nec B-E: et non A. | recondere B-E: 


P“ N * A B D* and a few later mss, Erasmus’ 
rendering is closer to Kai onpelois in codd. 
F G, though his Greek text conforms with 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 
2816, as well as X °" Dert and most later mss. 


12 potentibus factis Suv&peoi ("virtutibus" Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 12,10, and Annot. The version of 
Lefévre had potestatibus. 

13 Nam quid est in quo tl yap totw 6 ("Quid 
est enim quod" Vg.; "Nam in quo" 1516). For 
nam, see on Iob. 3,34. The omission of quid est 
in 1516 was possibly inadvertent. Manetti put 
Quid est enim quo. 

13 fuistis inferiores tycrrj8rre (“minus habuistis 
prae" Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 11,5, and Annot. The 
version of Manetti had minorati estis pre, and 
Lefèvre minus habuistis quam. 

13 ipse ego aùtòs byw (“ego ipse" Vg). The 
Vulgate word-order corresponds with £yc» oxrrós 
in codd. F G. 


13 fuerim vobis onerosus «acrevápxnoa (“graua- 
ui vos” Vg.). A similar substitution of ozerosus 
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sum for grauis sum occurs in vs. 14, consistent 
with Vulgate usage at 2 Cor. 11,9, where the 
same Greek verb occurs. Erasmus generally re- 
tains grauo for Dapéo, Bapuvo and kerapapéo 
(but see on 2 Cor. 5,4). Lefèvre put non onerosus 
fui vobis. Manetti's version had generaui vos, 
apparently an error of transcription for oneraui 
vos (cf. vs. 16). 


13 Condonate yapícac8e ("Donate" Vg.). See 
on 2 Cor. 2,7, and Annot. 


14 tertio tpitov ("tertio hoc" Vg.). The Vul- 
gate reflects the addition of roUro, found in 
3° N A B F G and many other mss., inclu- 
ding codd. 2105 and 2816. In cod. D and 
a few others, it is ToUTo TpíTov. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
cod. 1 and most other late mss. See Annot., 
especially on 2 Cor. 13,1, where Erasmus plaus- 
ibly explains that the word totro at vs. 14 
was derived from that passage, i.e. through a 
scribal harmonisation. Valla 74zzot. similarly 
argued that oc should be omitted here. The 
same correction was made by Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


14 propensus animo sum &rolucos Exo ("paratus 
sum" Vg.) Erasmus retains the more literal 
paratus sum for this Greek idiom at Act. 21,13; 
1 Petr. 4,5. For his use of propensus elsewhere, 
see on Rom. 10,1. 


14 vt veniam EA0riv (“venire” Vg.). Erasmus 
prefers to avoid the infinitive. Manetti anti- 
cipated this change. 


14 nec xai où (“et non" 1516 = Vg.). See on 
lob. 2,16. 


14 ero vobis onerosus katavapkhow tpdy (“ero 
grauis vobis" Vg.). For onerosus, see on vs. 13. 
The change of word-order ensured that onerosus 
was preceded, more euphoniously, by a conso- 
nant. Erasmus here follows Lefévre. 


14 yáp (1st.). This word was omitted in cod. 
2815, with little or no other ms. support. 


14 &AD’ (1st.). This spelling was derived from 
cod. 2817, supported by codd. 2105 and 2816. 
Most mss. have &AAG, as in codd. 1 and 2815. 


14 Non (2nd.) où ("Nec" Vg.). Erasmus provides 
consistency with the beginning of the previous 
sentence, as both sentences start with où ydp. 
Manetti made the same change, while Lefévre 
began this sentence with Nam non, a com- 
bination which Erasmus avoids elsewhere in 
the N.T. 
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14 recondere Oynoaupifew ("thesaurizare" Vg.; 
"reponere" 1516). See on Rom. 2,5. 


14 filiis parentes oi yoveis vois Téxvois ("parentes 
filiis" Vg.). Erasmus inverts the word-order, for 
literary effect. 


15 vero Bé (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. Eras- 
mus used the same word as Ambrosiaster. 

15 expendar Exbammravnerioouon ("superimpen- 
dar ego ipse" late Vg.). Neither the earlier Vul- 
gate reading, superimpendar ipse, nor the late 
Vulgate addition of ego, appears to enjoy Greek 
ms. support, though in Annot., Erasmus specu- 
lates that the Vulgate might have followed a 
different Greek text. Quite apart from this, 
superimpendo does not exist in classical usage. 
Lefèvre tried the equally non-classical super- 
expendar. Manetti anticipated the change made 
by Erasmus. 


15 vberius vrepicoorépcos ("plus" Vg.). See on 
2 Cor. 7,13. Manetti and Lefévre both had 
abundantius, in accordance with Vulgate usage 
elsewhere. 


16 ipse Ey ("ego" Vg.). The Vulgate is more 
literal. See on 1 Cor. 7,40. In Annot., Erasmus 
argues that ¿pse makes a clearer (or more em- 
phatic) distinction between Paul and the false 
apostles. Cod. 2815 omitted éya. 


16 non grauaui vos où KaTteBdpnoa uðs (“vos 
non grauaui" Vg.). Erasmus' rendering is more 
literal as to the word-order. In Arnot., he refers 
to the Vulgate as omitting zon. This omission 
was made e.g. by the Froben Vulgate of 1491. 
For this reason, the passage is cited in the Locz 
Manifeste Deprauata. See also the Resp. ad annot. 
Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, p. 314, Il. 890-896. The 1527 
Vulgate column and the 1514 Froben edition 
have non in the text. Manetti put vos non 
oneraui, and Lefévre vobis onerosus non fui. 


16 verum &XX' ("sed" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 


17 Num ph ("Nunquid" Vg.). See on Zob. 3,4, 
and Annot. The 1492 edition of Ambrosiaster 
had Nun. 


17 per quenquam Tiva ... BV adtot (“per ali- 
quem" Vg.). See on Rom. 15,18, and cf. Annot. 
The version of Manetti replaced per aliquem ... 
ad vos by aliquem eorum misi ad vos, et per ipsum. 
Lefèvre had quempiam ad vos misi: et per eum. 

17 expilaui &mAcovékrrca (“circumueni” Vg.). 
See on 2 Cor. 2,11. In Annot., Erasmus also 
suggests the use of fraudaui. Inconsistently, in 
rendering the same Greek verb in vs. 18, he uses 
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Ups; ’rrapexdAcoa Titov, Kal 
cuvaméoTeAa Tov &SeApov. pt m 
&mAeovékrnoev Uyds Titos; oU TH 
OUTé TrveUpaTi Trepiematíjcauev; oU 
Toi; autois Íyvsoi; 

DTA Soxeite St. Upiv àmo- 
Aoyouus0a; KaTevaoTriov Tou Geot 
èv Xpiota  AoAoUuev: Ta SE Trdv- 
Ta,  é&yammroi, mip tis vudv 
oikoðopñs. 2 poBPoŭua yap uj 
mas £A8cv, oùy olous BAW etic 
Upas,  káyc sópeð®  Üyiv olov 
oU O&ere pt) Tos Épes, Lio, 
9upoí, epideian, —karoAoMai, yi- 
9upicpofí, puoiwosis, å&kataotacia. 
Anh mdAw  ÉA0ÓvTa pe Tateivacn 


i 


20 speis B-E: epis A 


20 obtrectationes, susurri B-E: oblocutiones, susurrationes Æ | 


humiliet 4 B 


extorqueo. Neither expilo nor extorqueo is used 
elsewhere in his N.T. The Greek spelling in 
Annot. is txtrAcovéx toa: a similar error occurs 
in vs. 18. 


18 vna cum illo misi ouvoméo etia ("misi cum 
illo” Vg). For vna, see on Act. 1,22. This 
reversal of the Latin word-order is independent 
of the Greek text. Manetti put misi cum ipso, 
and Lefèvre cum eo misi. 


18 a vobis extorsit Titus &rAgovékrnotv pas 
Titos (“Titus vos circumuenit" Vg.). For ex- 
torqueo, see on expilaui in the previous verse, 
and see also Annot. The spelling of the Greek 
word in Annot. is ÉkrAeovékrroE: see on vs. 17 
for a similar incorrect addition of -«-. By 
placing Titus at the end of the sentence, Erasmus 
retains the emphasis of the Greek wording, 
which makes a contrast between the actions of 
Paul and Titus. Both Manetti and Lefèvre put 
circumuenit vos Titus. 


18 An non (twice) où (“Nonne” Vg.) For 
Erasmus’ more emphatic rendering, cf. on Toh. 
18,11; 1 Cor. 9,1. Lefévre, in his main text, 
dropped the negative but replaced the following 
eodem ... eisdem by hocipso ... hisipsis, in Lefévre 
Comm., this became Nonne hoc ... Nonne bis. 
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vos  "Rogaui Titum, et vna cum 
illo misi fratrem. Num quid a vobis 
extorsit Titus? An non eodem spi- 
rtu ambulauimus? An non iisdem 
vestigiis? 

? Rursum arbitramini quod nos vo- 
bis excusemus? In conspectu dei, in 
Christo loquimur, sed omnia charissi- 
mi pro vestri aedificatione. 7 Nam 
metuo ne qua fiat vt si venero, non 
quales velim, reperiam vos, et ego re- 
periar vobis qualem nolitis, ne quo 
modo sint contentiones, aemulationes, 
irae, concertationes, obtrectationes, su- 
surri, tumores, seditiones. 7!Ne ite- 
rum vbi venero, humilem faciat me 


21 humilem faciat C-E: 


18 isdem ovrtois (“eisdem” Vg. 1527) The 
spelling of the 1527 Vulgate column followed 
the Froben editions of 1491 and 1514. See the 
previous note for the rendering of Lefèvre. 


19 Rursum TéAw ("Olim" Vg). The Vul- 
gate reflects the substitution of TTóáAou, as 
in (38/9 N* A B F G and nineteen later mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, with 
support from 1, 2105, 2816, with N° D 
and about 570 later mss. (see Aland Die Pau- 
linischen Briefe vol. 2, pp. 707-9). See Annot. 
An explanation sometimes offered for rráAiv 
is that it was a scribal correction, influenced 
by 2 Cor. 3,1; 5,12 (&pxóus8a Té ÉavroUs 
ouviotdvelv, and oU yàp mw éauToUs 
ouviotdvouev Ouiv), whereas rráAoi (“for a 
long time") is said to be a lectio difficilior. 
However, if t&v were the original reading, 
móa could easily have been substituted by 
an accidental change of just two letters, owing 
to the similarity of spelling. The lemma of 
Ambrosiaster (1492), and also Valla Annot., 
made use of iterum, while Manetti put Rursus, 
and Lefévre Insuper. 


19 arbitramini 5oxeite (“putatis” Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 4,9. Lefévre put existimatis. 
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19 nos vobis excusemus piv à&moħoyoúpeða 
(“excusemus nos apud vos" Vg.) Erasmus is 
closer to the Greek word-order. Lefévre Comm. 
made the same change, while Manetti put 
excusemur apud vos. 


19 In conspectu dei katevwmiov ToU Got 
(“Coram deo" Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 2,17. Erasmus 
again has the same wording as Lefévre. 


19 sed omnia tà B6 mávxa (“Omnia enim" late 
Vg.). See on Job. 1,26 for sed. In Annot., Erasmus 
follows Lefèvre in citing Omnia enim as the Vul- 
gate reading, which was also used by the Froben 
Vulgate of 1491. The use of enim lacks support 
from Greek mss. The 1527 Vulgate column and 
the Froben edition of 1514 follow the earlier 
Vulgate in putting Omnia autem, and this was 
also the wording of Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 
Lefévre’s version had Omnia quidem. 


19 pro vestri aedificatione STép Ti\s üucov oiko- 
Sopris ("propter aedificationem vestram" late 
Vg.). Erasmus is more literal here. Further, by 
using vestri, he makes clear that the Greek 
pronoun is an objective genitive. Ambrosias- 
ter put pro vestra edificatione, and Manetti pro 
edificatione vestra. 


20 Nam metuo poPotpa yép ("Timeo enim" 
Vg.). For metuo, see on 2 Cor. 11,3, and for nam, 
see on Job. 3,34. 


20 ne qua fiat vt... ne quo modo yi, mos ... 
ut) tres (“ne forte ... ne forte" Vg.). See on 
Rom, 11,21, and Annot. Erasmus is here more 
interested in stylistic variety than consistency. 
Manetti put ze aliquatenus (twice), and Lefévre 
ne quo pacto (twice). 

20 si venero EX8cov ("cum venero" Vg.). Either 
rendering is legitimate. Lefévre had cum veniam. 


20 velim ... nolitis BAw ... ov 0&Aere (“Volo ... 
non vultis" Vg.). Erasmus’ use of the subjunctive 
conveys the sense that this is a hypothetical 
situation, following from his earlier substitution 
of si for cum. Another substitution of zolo for 
non volo occurs at 2 Thess. 3,10, in accordance 
with classical Latin idiom. 


20 reperiam ... reperiar ehpw ... supeOd (“in- 
ueniam ... inueniar” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,41. 


20 vobis oyiv (“a vobis" Vg.). Erasmus is more 
literal here: see Annot. 


20 sint contentiones ... seditiones Epers ... è&kaTa- 
c'racíoi ("contentiones ... seditiones sint inter 
vos" Vg.). The Vulgate addition of sint inter vos 
lacks explicit Greek support, but helps to make 


12,17 - 21 439 
sense of the passage. Erasmus achieved greater 
clarity by moving the verb to an earlier position. 
See Annot. He referred to this passage in the 
1527 edition of the Quae Sint Addita. In 1516, 
the reading Epis (if deliberate) was derived from 
cod. 2815, supported by P% N A and some 
later mss, including codd. 3 and 2105, in 
conflict with Erasmus' Latin translation. The 
plural, épeis, is supported by codd. 1, 2816, 
2817 and most other mss, commencing with 
B DFG. The version of Lefèvre made the same 
change as Erasmus. Manetti followed the Vulgate 
in retaining inter vos, but omitted sint. 


20 irae Quuoi (“animositates” Vg.). This change 
is consistent with Vulgate usage at most other 
instances of 6upds. See Annot. At Hebr. 11,27, 
Erasmus replaces animositas with ferocia. The 
word animositas does not occur in classical 
authors. Lefévre put furores, in accordance with 
Vulgate usage at Ap. Iob. 19,15. 


20 concertationes épiOeion ("dissensiones" Vg.). 
Erasmus uses the Ciceronian term, concertatio, 
in rendering the same Greek word at Gal. 5,20, 
in place of rixa. At five other passages, the Vul- 
gate renders tpi8eia by contentio, which Erasmus 
usually retains. See Annot. 


20 obtrectationes xotaAcAial (“detractiones” Vg.; 
"oblocutiones" 1516). A similar substitution 
occurs in rendering this Greek word at 1 Petr. 
2,1, where Erasmus again uses oblocutio in 1516, 
and obtrectatio in 1519. In classical usage, detractio 
means "removal" or "withdrawal" rather than 
the utterance of disparaging remarks. Erasmus’ 
choice of obtrectatio, which implies the making 
of malicious criticisms, is well-suited to the 
context. Oblocutio, however, which he tried in 
1516, is absent from classical authors. 


20 susurri yi8upicpol (“susurrationes” 1516 
7 Vg). The Vulgate word susurratio does not 
occur in classical usage. Lefévre put murmura- 
tiones. 


20 tumores puoiwoeis (“inflationes” Vg). In 
classical usage, inflatio (unlike the verb inflo) 
does not appear to have the required sense of 
“conceit”. However, tumor is ambiguous. Eras- 
mus has the same rendering as Ambrosiaster. 


21 vbi venero £M0óvta (“cum venero" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 15,28. In vs. 20, inconsistently, Erasmus 
translated the participle in a conditional sense, 
si venero. Lefévre put cum veniam. 


21 humilem faciat me pe tameivoon (“humiliet 
me” 1516-19 = Vg.). Comparable substitutions 
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Ó Osds pou Tpós Was, Kal TrevOncoo 
TOAAOUsS TÓV TrponuaprnkóTcov, koi 
Mt) pueravoncávrov mi Ti] &kafap- 
cig Kal tropveia Kal doedyeian A 
empagav. 


1 Tpitov -ToUro É£pyouor Tpos 

Upds. Evi cTÓuaTos O00 pap- 
TUpov Kal Toiv cra8fjoeron Trav 
Piva. ?Tposípnka Kal mpoAéyo, ÒS 
Trap@v TÒ Seltepov, Kod dtrav viv 
ypåpw Toig mponkaptnkóoi, Kai 
TOlg Aornroig T&civ, Óm àv £A00 
eis TO Tw, où geicopon — jim 
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deus meus apud vos, et lugeam 
multos eorum qui ante peccauerunt: 
nec eos poenituit immundiciae libi- 
dinisque et impudicitiae quam pat- 
rarunt. 


1 Hic tertius erit aduentus meus 

ad vos. In ore duorum testi- 
um aut trium constituetur omne ver- 
bum. ?Praedixi et praedico, vt prae- 
sens quum essem iterum, ita et absens 
nunc scribo iis qui ante peccauerunt, 
et reliquis omnibus: quod si venero 
denuo, non parcam. ? Quandoquidem 


21 peccauerunt: nec C-E: peccauerint, et non A B | eos poenituit C-E: egerint poenitentiam A, 


poenituerint B | immundiciae .. 


impudicitiae C-E: super immundicia et fornicatione, et 


impudicicia A, super immundicia et libidine, et impudicicia B 


13,2 Praedixi B-E: Praedixi vobis 4 


of humilem reddo occur at Le. 3,5; Iac. 4,10; humi- 
lem praebeo at Phil. 2,8; humilis esse at Phil. 4,12; 
cf. also the replacement of humilio by demitto 
at Mt. 18,4; and by deiicio at Lc. 14,11. All these 
changes were made in 1522 (or, in some in- 
stances, in the separate 1521 Latin N.T.). Eras- 
mus retained Pumilio at Mt. 23,12; Le. 18,14; 
2 Cor. 11,7; 1 Petr. 5,6. The verb did not occur 
in classical authors: see 1522 Annot. on Phil. 
2,8. The Vulgate word-order possibly reflects a 
Greek text replacing &A0óvra: pe ToTrEIVaoT 
by &A6óvros you tameivoon pe, as in codd. 
N * A, or by &A0óvros pou Tames pe, as 
in P“ B (F G) and seven other mss. Erasmus’ 
Greek text, EA0óvra: pe Tamevwon, follows 
codd. 2105, 2815, 2816", 2817, together with 
about 280 other late mss, while cod. 1 and 
almost 290 other late mss. have ¿Aĝóvta ue 
Tarmretvoocet. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 2, pp. 710-12). Erasmus' Latin word-order 
follows the Vulgate, in conflict with his ac- 
companying Greek text. 


21 meus pou (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is virtually unsupported by Greek mss. The 
version of Lefévre made the same correction as 
Erasmus. 


21 eorum qui T&v (“ex his qui” Vg.). Erasmus 
is more literal here. Manetti and Lefévre both 
made this change. 


21 peccauerunt: nec eos poenituit THONLAPTHKO- 
TOV, Kal pt) ueravonoávrov (“peccauerunt, 
et non egerunt poenitentiam" Vg.; "peccauerint, 
et non egerint poenitentiam" 1516; "peccaue- 
tint, et non poenituerint” 1519). The use of 
the subjunctive in 1516-19 was influenced by 
the preceding subjunctives, faciat ... lugeam. For 
nec, see on Job. 2,16, and for poeniteo, see on 
Act. 2,38; 3,19, and Annot. 

21 immundiciae libidinisque et impudicitiae &r 
TH dxabapoig Kai topveia Kal &osAyeig 
(“super immundicia et fornicatione, et impudi- 
cicia” 1516 = Vg.; “super immundicia et libidine, 
et impudicicia” 1519). For Erasmus’ preference 
for the genitive after poeniteo, see on Act. 3,19, 
and Annot. The Vulgate is more literal in using 
a preposition. Another substitution of libido 
for fornicatio occurs at Ap. Iob. 17,4 (1519). For 
the removal of fornicatio elsewhere, see on Jof. 
8,41. Manetti and Lefévre followed the Vulgate, 
except that Manetti put de for super, and Lefévre 
impudentia for impudicicia. 

21 patrarunt £n pa&av (“gesserunt” Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 5,3. Erasmus finds a verb with a more 
suitably pejorative tone. Manetti put egerunt, 
and Lefévre admiserunt. 


13,1 Hic tertius erit aduentus meus Tpitov toto 
Epxouen (“Ecce tertio hoc venio" Vg.). The Vul- 
gate reflects the addition of ibo before rpfrov, 
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as in codd. N ©" A and many later mss., inclu- 
ding cod. 2816*?". In Annot., Erasmus argues 
that this word was a scribal interpolation (“de- 
portatum fuit") from 2 Cor. 12,14. His text 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 1 and 
2105, and also 38/5 N * B D F G and most 
other mss. However, his Latin rendering is a 
paraphrase, completely altering the grammatical 
construction. In Annot., more literally, Erasmus 
offers Hac tertia vice venio, though he may have 
been deterred from adopting this rendering by 
Valla Annot. (on 2 Cor. 12,14), who objected 
that vice did not occur in this sense in “the 
most elegant authors". On the other hand, 
Erasmus was content to ignore this objection 
at Job. 21,14, where Hac iam tertia vice was used 
in his published translation from 1519 onwards, 
though even at that passage, in 1535 Annot., he 
conceded that tertium was "more Latin". Manet- 
ti put Hoc tertio venio, and Lefévre Ecce tertio 
venio (the latter, following a Greek text which 
substituted ioù piov Epyouc). 


1 In èni ("vt in" late Vg.). The late Vulgate ad- 
dition of vt would require the insertion of iva 
before étri, as found in cod. N * and a few later 
mss. See Annot. The longer reading looks like 
a harmonisation with Mt. 18,16. Erasmus’ correc- 
tion agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster 
and Lefévre. 


1 testium aut trium paptúpwv xal tpidv 
(“vel trium testium" Vg.). The Vulgate word- 
order corresponds with Ñ tpidv paptupwv 
in cod. I”4, or with koi tpidv paptupev 
in a few other mss. For aut, see on Job. 2,6. 
Lefèvre, over-literally, rendered by testium et 
trium. 


1 constituetur otaðhoetor (“stabit” Vg.). Eras- 
mus seeks a more meaningful rendering, in the 
sense of "shall be established". At Mt. 18,16 
(1519), he similarly replaces stet with consistat, 
in rendering ota. See also on Rom. 10,3, 
where constituo replaces statuo. At the present 
passage, Manetti put stet. 


2 Praedixi mposipnka ("Praedixi enim" late 
Vg.; "Praedixi vobis" 1516 Lat.). The late Vul- 
gate corresponds with the addition of yóp in 
cod. D* and a few later mss. See Annot. The 
substitution of vobis for enim in 1516 was 
perhaps a typesetting error, connected with 
Erasmus’ deletion of vobis later in the sentence. 
His 1519 rendering agreed with the earlier Vul- 
gate, Manetti and Lefévre (spelled Predixi in 
Manetti’s version). 
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2 praesens quum esem iterum, ita et Tapo 
TÒ Sevtepov, kai ("praesens vobis et" late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate reading, 
vobis, appears to be a mistaken substitution 
for bis. Erasmus inserts ita here, to strengthen 
the comparison which was introduced by 
vt earlier in the sentence. Cf. Annot. The 
rendering of Manetti was presens secundum et. 
In Lefévre's translation, the word-order was 
changed to praedico secundo, tanquam praesens 
et. 


2 absens nunc &vóvw viv ("nunc absens" Vg.). 
Erasmus follows the Greek word-order more 
literally, adopting the same rendering as Am- 
brosiaster and Manetti. See Annot. 


2 scribo yp&qu (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion is supported by p“ X A BD* FGI 
and a few later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, and 
also D° and most later mss. See Annot. If 
ypd&po were not genuine, it might be thought 
that scribes borrowed the word from vs. 10 
(rara: &rroov ypápw). En the present context, 
however, it is possible that an early corrector 
who had a tendency to abbreviate the text 
deleted ypé&pw, because he considered that the 
preceding verb, rrpoAéyc, made it redundant. 
Manetti and Lefèvre made the same change as 
Erasmus. 


2 iis Tos (“his” Vg.). Erasmus is more accurate 
here, though some editions of the late Vulgate 
already contained iis. See on Rom. 4,12. Lefèvre 
had is in both his Latin translation and his 
parallel Vulgate text. 


2 reliquis tois Aorrois (“ceteris” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. 


2 quod &n (“quoniam” Vg). See on Job. 
1,20. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change. 


2 denuo eis tò THAW (“iterum” Vg.). This sub- 
stitution was no doubt intended to mark a 
distinction between 1ré&Aiv and Tò Sevrtepov, 
which was rendered by iterum earlier in the 
verse. Lefèvre put in futuro. 


3 Quandoquidem &rei (“An” Vg.). The Vulgate 
reading, which would correspond with the sub- 
stitution of fj, lacks Greek ms. support. See 
Annot., and also Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD 
IX, 4, pp. 237-8, Il. 939-943. The rendering ad- 
vocated by Valla Aznot., Manetti and Lefèvre, 
was Quoniam. 
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Soxipty  Gnreéire ToO év éyoi Aa- 
Aoüvros XpicToU, Ss eis Úuðş ovK 
&ocOcvei, &AA& Ouvarei iv Oyiv. ‘rai 
yàp si toraupwðn ¿E &oðeveias, GAAd 
Gi) ék Buváuecs Geol. Kal yàp fuels 
é&obevotipev iv att, &X|A& ğčnoópeða 
cuv atta èk BSuvápecos OcoU els Opás. 
Séqutous meipáčete, ef got èv TH mi- 
otel, éauvToUs SoxipdZete. 7) ovK èm- 
ywookere éovToUs, Sti 'InooUs Xpi- 
oTds v Upiv éoTiv; ei pt m &8dxKipol 
tote. %2ATriZao 58 ST yvootofüs óm 
peis oùk &cyév &8dKipor. 7 evyopar 
Sè mpds tov Oev uh Troifjoo Üp&g 
Kokov un8év: oty iva fjurig Séxipor 
pavapev, GAA’? iva pels TÒ KaAdV 
Troifjte, fpeis 88 ws &Sdxiyor cpev. 


3 erga B-E:inA | 4 Siquidem B-E: Nam A | 


3 in me loquentis Christi toU èv ol AañoŬŭvTtos 
XpicroU ("eius qui in me loquitur Christus” 
late Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg™; "eius 
qui in me loquitur Christi" some Vg. mss., with 
Ve"). In Annot., Erasmus objects that the ad- 
dition of eius was superfluous, and that the 
use of the nominative, Christus, produces a 
grammatical solecism. He further maintained 
this objection in Resp. ad annot. Ed. Let, ASD 
IX, 4, pp. 237-8, ll. 940-943. The same correction 
was proposed by Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. 

3 erga vos eis óp&g ("in vobis" late Vg.; "in vos" 
1516 = Vg. mss.). See on Act. 3,25 for erga. The 
1516 rendering in effect restored the wording 
of the earlier Vulgate. See Annot. The version 
of Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus’ 
1519 edition. 


3 est infirmus &oOcvei. (“infirmatur” Vg.). See 
on Job. 11,1. This change is consistent with 
Vulgate usage in the following verse. 

4 Nam quamuis «oi yap ei ("Nam etsi" Vg.). 
The Vulgate is more literal. Erasmus removes 
any possibility that the apostle might be mis- 
understood as doubting the physical “weak- 
ness" of Christ at the time of the crucifixion. 
The same doctrinal scruple might conceivably 
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experimentum quaeritis in me loquen- 
tis Christi, qui erga vos non est in- 
firmus, sed potens est in vobis. *Nam 
quamuis crucifixus fuit ex infirmitate, 
viuit tamen ex virtute dei. Siquidem 
et nos infir|mi sumus in illo, sed 
viuemus cum illo ex virtute dei erga 
vos. Vos ipsos tentate, num sitis 
in fide. Vos ipsos probate. An non 
cognoscitis vosmet ipsos, quod Iesus 
Christus in vobis est? Nisi sicubi 
reprobi estis. $At spero vos cognituros 
quod nos non simus reprobi. "Opto 
autem apud deum, ne quid mali facia- 
tis: non quo nos probati appareamus, 
sed vt vos quod honestum est, faci- 
atis, nos vero veluti reprobi simus. 


6 simus Z* B-E: sumus A? | 7 ne B-E: vt ne A 


explain the omission of ei in cod. 2815, in 
company with N* B D* F G and some other 
mss. Such an omission, unless merely accidental, 
could also have arisen as a scribal harmonisation 
with xol yép at the beginning of the next 
sentence. Erasmus follows cod. 2817, supported 
by 1, 2105, 2816, as well as N°" A D and 
most later mss. The version of Manetti put 
Etenim st. 


4 crucifixus fuit &ovoupo9r (“crucifixus est" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 


4 viuit tamen &AX Ci, (“sed viuit" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 4,2. Erasmus removes the inelegant 
sequence of etsi ... sed, and adopts the rendering 
of Lefèvre. 


4 Siquidem et «a yap ("Nam et” 1516 = Vg). 
See on Job. 3,34; 4,47. Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre 
had etenim nos, and Manetti Nos nanque, in 
place of Nam et nos. 


4 illo (2nd.) atrt@ ("eo" Vg.). Erasmus produces 
consistency with the use of i//o in the previous 
clause. Manetti had ipso ... eo, and Lefèvre eo ... 
eo. 


4 erga vos els Suds ("in vobis" Vg.). Erasmus 
is more accurate here. A similar substitution 
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occurred in the previous verse. See Annot. The 
rendering of Ambrosiaster was the same as that 
of Erasmus. Lefévre put ad vos, though he also 
gave erga vos as an alternative in Comm. 


5 Vos ipsos ... Vos ipsos ... vosmet ipsos tauTous 
... ÉauToUs ... ÉauroUs ("Vosmet ipsos ... ipsi 
vos ... Vosmet ipsos" late Vg.). Erasmus is no 
more consistent than the Vulgate here. Lefèvre 


put vosmetipsos ... vosmetipsos ... vosipsos. 


5 num sitis el toté (“si estis" Vg.). The Vulgate 
rendering could be misunderstood as a con- 
ditional clause, whereas what is required is an 
indirect question. Cf. on 1 Cor. 1,16, and also 
on Act. 1,6. 


5 quod dn (“quia” Vg.). See on Ioh. 1,20. The 
change made by Erasmus agrees with the word- 
ing of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


5 Iesus Christus “Inoots Xpiotés (“Christus 
Iesus" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order is suppor- 
ted by codd. N A F G and some other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along 
with 1, 2105, 2816, and also B D and most 
later mss. The same correction was made by 
Lefévre. 


5 sicubi v1 (“forte” Vg). The use of sicubi, in 
the sense of “if anywhere”, does not seem 
appropriate in this context, and is not used 
elsewhere in Erasmus’ N.T. In Annot., he ap- 
proves of leaving the word 11 untranslated. See 
also on nuncubi at 2 Cor. 1,17, and see further 
on 1 Cor. 7,5. Manetti put i” aliquo, and Lefèvre 
aliquo pacto. 


6 At spero thTriGw öt ("Spero autem" Vg.). See 
on Job. 1,26. 


6 vos cognituros &11 y vooaso0s ("quod cognosci- 
tis" late Vg.). The late Vulgate use of the present 
tense is unsupported by Greek mss., and is no 
doubt a mistaken substitution for cognoscetis, 
which was used by the earlier Vulgate. To pre- 
vent a recurrence of this error, Erasmus preferred 
to make use of the wording of Ambrosiaster, 
who had cognituros vos: see Annot. For other 
instances of the future participle after spero, see 
on 1 Cor. 16,7. 


6 quod ... simus Ti ... tovév ("quia ... sumus" 
Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. Manetti and Lefèvre had 
quod ... sumus, and this was also the reading 
implied by the use of sumus for the 1516 
catchword. 


7 Opto esyoua ("Oramus" Vg.). The Vulgate 
plural reflects the substitution of evydpeba, as 
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in p“ N A B D* F G and some other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as D" and most 
later mss. See Annot. If e&yopot were not the 
original wording, it might be thought to have 
been influenced by the singular verb, tAtriZoo, 
in the previous verse. An alternative explanation 
of the discrepancy is that eùxópeða itself resulted 
from harmonistic influences, affected by the 
immediately preceding plurals (Auets oux toutv 
&bóxiuo:) and by the proximity of another 
instance of evyoueba in vs. 9. Erasmus similarly 
changes oro to opto in vs. 9, and puts opto in 
place of orationem facio at 3 Iob. 2, in accordance 
with Vulgate usage at Act. 26,29; 27,29; Rom. 
9,3. At Iac. 5,16, he retains oro for the same 
Greek verb. Valla Annot. proposed the same 
change as Erasmus, while Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefèvre put Oro. 


7 apud deum wpds tov Bedv (“deum” Vg.) 
Erasmus gives a more precise rendering of 
the Greek preposition, which the Vulgate left 
untranslated. See Annot. The suggestion of 
Valla Annot. was to use either apud deum or 
ad deum, the latter alternative being preferred 
by Manetti and Lefévre. Valla further added 
viuum after deum, in his citation of the Vulgate 
reading. 


7 ne quid ph ... wndév (“vt nihil" Vg; "vt 
ne quid" 1516). C£. on Job. 3,20; 16,1. Often 
Erasmus avoids placing a negative after vt. For 
vt ne, see on Rom. 11,25. Lefévre rendered this 
clause by vt nullum admittatis malum. 


7 quo iva ("vt" Vg). See on Rom. 1,13. By 
making this change, Erasmus avoids repetition 
of vt. 


7 appareamus qavóyev ("pareamus" Vg.). A si- 
milar substitution occurs at Mt. 23,27-8 (1519); 
24,27, 30; lac. 4,14, and also in rendering &&n- 
Aos at Lc. 11,44. Erasmus retains pareo only in 
the sense of "obey". His choice of verb was the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster and Lefévre (both 
columns), in agreement with some editions of 
the late Vulgate. Manetti put videamur. 


7 honestum kaħóv ("bonum" Vg.). See on Rom. 
12,17. 


7 vero 6€ (“autem” Vg). See on Job. 1,26. 


7 veluti as (vt^ Vg.). Cf. on Rom. 8,36. Erasmus 
wishes to prevent vt from being misunderstood 
to mean "in order that". Ambrosiaster and 
Lefévre put quasi. 
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Sou yàp SuvdueOd m KaT& TÄS 
&AnOcias, GAA’ úmèp Tis dAnGeias. 
?xaípouev yap Stav fusis &o6evó- 
pev, Uyeis 52 Suvaroi te. Toto 
Se Kai evydueda, T^v ÜOuóv kaTtáp- 


TIV. Sic totto TaUTa mòv 
ypapw, iva ph mopov ph àmo- 
TÓUuOS yxpfjoogoi KaT& Thy ée€ou- 
cíav, Hv Saxe por ó Kupios eis 


oikobounv Kai oUk eis kaoB8aípsciv. 
" Aormróv, &SeApoi, xaípere, kat- 


aprióecO0s, TrapakoAcio0e, TO avTd 
Qpoveire, eipnvevete, Kal ó eds 
Ths  &yé&mns Kkali  eipüvns tora 


pel’ Gudv. — "&omátgo0s GAATAOUS 
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*Non enim possumus quicquam ad- 
uersus veritatem, sed pro veritate. 
?Gaudemus enim quum nos infirmi 
fuerimus, vos autem validi fueritis. 
Hoc autem insuper optamus, vestram 
integritatem. Propterea haec absens 
scribo, ne quum praesens fuero, ri- 
gidus sim iuxta potestatem quam 
dedit mihi dominus in extructio- 
nem et non in destructionem. 
"Ouod superest fratres, valete, 
integri estote, consolationem ha- 
bete, vnanimes sitis, in pace agite, 
et deus charitatis ac pacis erit 
vobiscum. 2Salutate vos mutuo 


13,11 tTrapoxadeioGe B-E: rrepakaAeic0e A | 12 aotrateote E: aoTratac0e A-D 


9 vestram B-E: nempe vestram A 


8 enim possumus yàp Suvápeða ("possumus 
enim" Vg. 1527). The 1527 Vulgate column 
follows the Froben editions of 1491 and 1514. 
Erasmus' rendering is more literal as to the 
word-order, agreeing with the earlier Vulgate, 
Manetti and Lefèvre (cf. Ambrosiaster, enim 
possimus). 

8 quicquam ^ (“aliquid” Vg). See on Rom. 
15,18. Lefévre made the same change. 

9 quum ötav ("quoniam" late Vg.). As pointed 
out in Annot., the earlier Vulgate reading was 
quando, later altered into quoniam. Erasmus 
here adopts the rendering of Ambrosiaster, 
consistent with the usual Vulgate rendering 
of Stav at other passages. Manetti's version 
incorrectly substituted guod (which would cor- 
respond with 611 rather than órav), while 
Lefévre put quandocunque. 

9 infirmi fuerimus ... fueritis. &o8evdpev 
Tire. ("infirmi sumus ... estis" Vg.). Erasmus 
uses the future perfect tense to convey the 
less definite statement implied by the Greek 
subjunctive: see Annot. 


9 validi Suvaroí (“potentes” Vg.). Erasmus 
tries to find a better word to contrast with 
infirmi. At 2 Cor. 12,10, in a similar context, 
he preferred robustus. In Annot., he offers the 
alternative rendering, fortes, which had been 


used by Ambrosiaster. The substitution of validi 
was anticipated by Manetti. 


9 autem insuper 66 xai ("et^ Vg). The Vulgate 
reflects the omission of 5é, as in P% N* A B 
D* F G and a few other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816, 
with Ne" Der and most later mss. By using 
insuper, Erasmus draws attention to the fact 
that this prayer of the apostle was additional 
to the prayer described in vs. 7. In Annot., he 
suggests etiam rather than insuper. Manetti and 
Lefévre both had autem et. 

9 optamus sùyópeða (“oramus” Vg.). See on 
vs. 7, and Annot. The same change was proposed 
by Valla Annot. The version of Manetti had 
deprecamur. 


9 vestram tiv ouv ("nempe vestram" 1516). 
For nempe, see on Rom. 1,32. Lefèvre ends this 
sentence with ad vestrae perfectionis consumati- 
onem. 


9 integritatem «acráprioiw (“consummationem” 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 1,10, and also Annot. on 
vs. 11 of the present chapter, regarding kat- 
aptie. Erasmus understands the word to refer 
to the repair of something which has been torn 
apart, or the restoration of unity among rival 
factions, rather than "perfection". Manetti put 
refectionem. 


EPISTOLA AD CORINTHIOS SECVNDA 


10 Propterea 51& toto ("Ideo enim" late Vg.). 
See on Rom. 13,6 for propterea. The late Vulgate 
addition of enim lacks Greek support. Manetti 
had Ideo, and Lefèvre quapropter, both omitting 
enim. 

10 ne quum praesens fuero iva wt) Trapov uri 
(“vt non praesens" Vg.) This duplication of 
uf, in Erasmus’ text, is also found in cod. 69, 
which he could theoretically have consulted at 
this passage when he was living in England. 
However, since this reading is not discussed 
in Annot., it remains possible that the 1516 
text represents the typesetter’s misunderstand- 
ing of an instruction from a proof-reader to 
correct pt) Trapeev into Trapev pt. The read- 
ing fva ut) rrapo occurs in cod. 2817, with 
D F G and a few later mss, whereas iva 
Tapcov uń is attested by codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 
2816 and most other mss., commencing with 
P“ N A B. For the sake of clarity, Erasmus 
expands the translation by using quum ... fuero. 
For ze, see on Job. 3,20. Valla Annot. suggested 
ne praesens, while Manetti had vt presens ne, and 
Lefévre vt praesens non. 


10 rigidus sim &rroróucs xphowya (durius 
agam" Vg.) The comparative adverb used by 
the Vulgate is inaccurate. At Tit. 1,13, Erasmus 
renders &moTópws by seueriter, replacing dure. 
In Annot. on the present passage, he also 
suggests rigide vtar or seucre me geram. Valla 
Annot. gave abscisse utar as a literal rendering. 
Manetti put dure agar, and Lefèvre seuere vtar. 


10 iuxta xat (“secundum” Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. Lefèvre omitted the word, having vtar 
potestate for Xpriocouon Kata Thy £&oucíav. 


10 dedit mibi dominus wkt poi 6 pios 
("dominus dedit mihi" Vg.). The Vulgate word- 
order corresponds with ó kópios éwxé uoi, 
as in P“ N A B DFG and a few other 
mss. Erasmus' text follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with cod. 2105 and most other 
late mss. (in cod. 1, 665 is substituted for 
«ópios, while cod. 2816 replaces S5wxe by 
Sé5coxe). Both Manetti and Lefèvre made the 
same change (except that Lefèvre had michi for 
mibi, and placed this phrase at the end of the 
sentence). 


10 extructionem oikoðouńv ("aedificationem" 
Vg.). Erasmus finds an exact antithesis for des- 
tructionem, which occurs later in the sentence. 
However, extructio was comparatively uncom- 
mon in classical usage, and since the Greek 
words themselves (olkoBoui) ... ko9aípsois) 
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are not exact opposites, there was no need to 
change the translation. Cf. on the use of extruo 
to replace aedifico in rendering olkoBouéo at 
Iob. 2,20 (1519). 


11 Quod superest Novróv ("De caetero autem" 
Vg. 1527). The addition of autem in the 1527 
Vulgate column, following the Froben edition 
of 1514, has little Greek ms. support. See on 
1 Cor. 4,2, and Annot. The version of Lefèvre 
had Quod reliquum est. The earlier Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster and Manetti put De cetero, omitting 
autem. 


11 valete yaipete (“gaudete” Vg.). It is debatable 
whether Erasmus was correct to take xaípere 
as a salutation, in this instance. He also offers 
valete as a possible alternative rendering for 
yalpete at Phil. 3,1. See Annot., following Valla 
Annot. The same change was made by Lefèvre. 


11 integri estote KacrapriteoOe ("perfecti estote" 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 1,10, and also on vs. 9, 
above. In Annot., Erasmus cited the text as 
karrapríosoe, contrary to his Basle mss. 


11 consolationem habete vrapoaAeio0e ("exhor- 
tamini” Vg). See on 1 Cor. 14,31, and Annot. 
The version of Ambrosiaster had consolationem 
percipite, and Lefévre consolamini. 


11 vnanimes sitis TÒ aùTò opoveire (“id ipsum 
sapite" late Vg.). See on Rom. 12,16, and Annot. 
For the removal of sapio, see also on Rom. 8,5. 
The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Manetti 
had idem sapite, and Lefévre idem sentite. 


11 in pace agite elpnvevete ("pacem habete" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 12,18. Erasmus drew this 
rendering from Ambrosiaster: see Arnot. 


11 charitatis ac pacis ijs &ycmms Kai eiprivns 
("pacis et dilectionis" late Vg.). This change 
produces consistency with charitas in vs. 13: see 
on Job. 13,35. For ac, see on Joh. 1,25. The late 
Vulgate word-order corresponds with tis eipr- 
vns Kai tis &ycrrms in cod. D and a few later 
mss. Both Manetti and Lefèvre put dilectionis 
et pacis. 

12 åonáčeoðe. This reading of the 1535 edi- 
tion (having little ms. support, apart from cod. 
2816) was an arbitrary correction of a prin- 
ter's error, dora ZaoGe, which occurred in the 
1516-27 editions. What Erasmus should have 
written, in 1535, was domdoaoe, as found in 
nearly all mss. 


12 vos mutuo &AA\Aous (“inuicem” Vg). See 
on Job. 13,34. Ambrosiaster had vos inuicem. 
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èv é&yio giAjuoti. é&oTráLovron Oud 
oi &yioi wévtes. Pf xópis ToU Kupi- 
ou 'IncoU XpioToU, kai f| &yárn ToU 
8:00, Kal À koivoovia Tol &yíou Trveo- 
atos, perà TrávTov Úv. duty. 


TIpds Kopivéious, Seutépa. 


Ey pé) ard Diditrtreov tis MaxedSovias 
Sià Titou kai Aouk&. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


sancto osculo. Salutant vos sancti om- 
nes.  PGratia domini lesu Christi, 
et charitas dei, et communicatio spi- 
ritus sancti sit cum omnibus vobis. 
Amen. 


Ad Corinthios, secunda. 


Missa fuit a Philippis Macedoniae 
per Titum et Lucam. 


Subscriptio pos A-C E: ros D | ns uaKeSovias B-E: om. A 


12 sancto B-E: in sancto A 


Subscriptio Ad Corinthios, secunda B-E: Finis. Epistolae ad Corinthios secundae 4 | Macedo- 


niae B-E: om. A 


12 sancto osculo tv &yico qi Muri (“in osculo 
sancto" Vg; "in sancto osculo" 1516). The 
Vulgate word-order corresponds with èv qiAf- 
pari &yíc, as in P“ A F G and some other 
mss., among which were codd. 1, 2105, 2816. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, sup- 
ported by N B D and most later mss. He 
takes &v in an instrumental sense. By omitting 
the preposition from his 1519 rendering, he 
leaves it uncertain as to whether mutuo is to 
be understood adverbially, or as an adjective 
with sancto osculo, but the difference of mean- 
ing is slight. A similar point arises at 1 Petr. 
5,14 (Salutate vos mutuo charitatis osculo). See 
Annot. 


12 sancti omnes oi &yioi tévtes (“omnes 
sancti” late Vg.). Erasmus follows the Greek 
word-order more literally, in agreement with 


the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefévre. 

13 domini tot xupiou ("domini nostri” Vg.). 
The Vulgate has support from some later Greek 
mss., including codd. 2105 and 2816, which 
add fuv. In codd. 1, 2815, 2817 and most 
other mss., commencing with P* N A B D 
F G, fuv is omitted. Lefèvre made the same 
correction as Erasmus. 

13 spiritus sancti ToO &yiou vrveupocros (“sancti 
spiritus" Vg.). This time the Vulgate word-order 
is more literal. Erasmus retains sanctus spiritus 
at Act. 9,31. At the present passage, he has the 
same rendering as Ambrosiaster (1492) and 
Lefévre. 


Subscriptio Macedoniae ts MoxeBovias (1516 
omits). The 1516 omission corresponds with 
the wording of this subscription in cod. 2817. 
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IPOZ lAAATAZ 
ETTIZTOAH 
TTAYAOY 


TlavAos &róocToAos, otK ard dv- 

Opootrav, ove ör &vOpwrtou, GAA 
Six “Incot Xpio ToU, kai 8eoU tratpds 
TOU éyeipavtos atrtév èk vexpdv, 7 kai 
of ov poi trévtes &5eAQoi, rods ExxAn- 
ciais tis Fadatias: yó&pts ouiv Kai el- 
prvn &rró coU Tracrpós, xad kupíou fuv 
Incot Xpiotot, ‘tot Bóvros éauToV 
Umép Tóv duapTtidoy fjuów, Strws é- 
Anta twas k ToU éveoTtmtos aiddvos 


1,4 sauTov A C-E: eavrov B 


EPISTOLA 
PAVLI APOSTOLI 
AD GALATAS 


Paulus apostolus, non ab ho- 

minibus, neque per hominem, 
sed per lesum Christum ac deum 
patrem, qui suscitauit illum ex 
mortuis, ?^quique mecum sunt om- 
nes fratres, ecclesiis Galatiae: *gra- 
tia vobis et pax a deo patre et 
domino nostro lesu Christo, ‘qui 
dedit se ipsum pro peccatis nostris, 
vt eriperet nos ex praesenti seculo 


Inscriptio EPISTOLA ... GALATAS A E: EPISTOLA PAVLI AD GALATAS B C, ERASMI 
VERSIO D | 1,1 ac B-E: etA | ex B-E:aA | 2 quique B-E: et quid | 4 seculo C-E: 


saeculo A B 


1,1 &mó. Most mss, including those which 
Erasmus consulted at Basle, have étr’. 


1 ac kai (“et” 1516 =Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 
Manetti's version (both mss.) put ad, probably 
a transcriptional error for ac. 


1 illum oxrvóv (“eum” Vg). Erasmus uses the 
more emphatic form of the pronoun here to 
refer to Christ, though this change was scarcely 
necessary as the context leaves little room for 
ambiguity. 

1 ex èk (“a” 1516 7 Vg.). See on Job. 2,22. 
Lefévre made the same substitution. 


2 quique koi oi (“et qui" 1516 = Vg). See on 
Iob. 1,39. 

3 patre et domino nostro Tatpds, Kai Kupiou 
tev (“et patre nostro et domino" Vg. 1527 
and some Vg. mss.). The 1527 Vulgate column 
follows the Froben edition of 1514. In the Vul- 
gate lemma of Annot., and the Froben Vulgate 


of 1491 and other late Vulgate editions, et is 
omitted before patre, corresponding with vrarrpós 
Tiu Kai kupíou in codd. N A and a few later 
mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
supported by 1, 2105, 28169", with 3p'é 5ivid 
B D F G H and most other Greek mss. (cod. 
2816* omits æv). His rendering agrees with 
some earlier Vulgate mss., Jerome and Lefevre. 
Manetti's version had et domine nostro, omitting 
patre. 

4 se ipsum &auTÓv ("semet ipsum" Vg.). See on 
Act. 14,17. Erasmus’ wording is the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster (1492). 

4 Utrép. Erasmus here follows codd. 2815 and 
2817*", along with 38?! N" B H and many 
later mss. In codd. 1, 2105*, 2816, 2817** and 
most other mss., commencing with p% N* A 
D FG, it is mepi. 

4 ex Ek ("de" Vg.). See on Job. 2,15, and Annot. 
The same change was made by Lefévre. 
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Trovnpov, katà Td BEANUA TOU coU 
Kal matpòs fjuóv, à f 86€a el; 
Tous aidvas tæv alovov, &uhv. 

6 OauuÁČw Sti ob Tus Toxéos uera- 
tiPeoBe Ard ToU KaAgoavtos Ün&g èv 
xapitt Xpiotot, eis Etepov evayyé- 
Mov, 78 oók gotiv GAAO, & pf m- 
vés eiow oi tapdocovtes Uyas, koi 
O£AovTes pETAOTPEYaI TO evayyEAIOV 
ToU XpioToU.  *&AA& xai &àv fpeis 
1j &yyseAos &&£ oùpavoŭ evayysri- 
Gnroi Uyiv, map 6 sümyysAicóur8a 
úv, &váOsua goto. ds Tmposph- 
Kapev, Kal &pmi Tr&Àiv Aéyo, ei Tis 
Uu&s tcüayysAMGeron, map? Ó mape- 
Aápere, àvá8sua &ÉcTo.  "&pm yap 
é&vOpoxrous Treíóco, Tov | Oedv; 


6 xpiotou B C* D* E*: 0cou A C™ Drs Ens 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


malo, iuxta voluntatem dei et patris 
nostri, ?cui gloria in secula seculo- 
rum, Amen. 

$Miror quod a Christo qui voca- 
uit vos per gratiam, adeo cito trans- 
feramini in aliud euangelium, 7 quod 
non est aliud, nisi quod quidam sunt 
qui turbant vos, et volunt inuertere 
euangelium Christi. ®Caeterum eti- 
am si nos aut angelus e coelo prae- 
dicauerit vobis euangelium, praeter id 
quod praedicauimus vobis, anathema 
sit. *Quemadmodum ante diximus, et 
nunc iterum dico: si quis vobis prae- 
dicauerit euangelium praeter id quod 
accepistis, anathema sit. Nunc enim 
vtrum hominibus suadeo, an | deo? 


5 secula seculorum C-E: saecula saeculorum A B | 6 a... transferamini B-E: adeo cito trans- 
feramini, ab eo qui vocauit vos in gratia dei 4 | 7 inuertere B-E: subuertere A | 8 Cae- 
terum C-E: Verum 4 B | 9 ante diximus B-E: praediximus A | euangelium 4-C D (ex) E: 
euaogelium D (exc) | 10 prius hominibus C-E: homines A B | deo C-E: deum A B 


4 malo movnpoŭ (“nequam” Vg.). See on Act. 
19,12. Erasmus' rendering is the same as that 
of Jerome (as cited in Annot.) and Lefèvre. The 
versions of Ambrosiaster (1492) and Manetti 
had maligno. 


4 iuxta xatá (“secundum” Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. Lefévre had per. 


5 cui & (“cui est” Vg.). Erasmus is more literal 
here. In Annot., he further objects to the Vulgate 
use of the present indicative, on the grounds 
that the apostle was expressing a prayer or a 
wish (“vt sit optantis”). A similar point is made 
in Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, p. 238, 
Il. 946-951. Both Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre had 


the same wording as Erasmus. 


6 a Christo qui vocauit vos per gratiam, adeo cito 
transferamini oUtoos raxéos uerarríóec0e &rró 
ToU koAécavros Úps év xéprmi Xpio Tot ("sic 
tam cito transferimini ab eo qui vos vocauit in 
gratiam Christi" late Vg. and some Vg. mss., 
with Vg" (ed maior) t: “adeo cito transferamini, ab 
eo qui vocauit vos in gratia dei” 1516). Some 


mss. of the earlier Vulgate have transferemini for 
transferimini, with Vg* dmi»). In 1516, Erasmus 
followed cod. 2817, in company with a few 
other late mss., in reading 0soU in place of 
XpicToU. A few other mss., notably 3864 F* 
G H“4, omit this word, while cod. D expands 
it to 'InooU XpicTo0. In codd. 1, 3, 2105, 2815, 
2816, with 39?! N A B F*" and most other 
mss., the word is Xpic-roO, as adopted in the 
1519 edition. Later, no doubt after noticing 
that the Aldine Bible of 1518 had @eoU (which 
was derived in turn from the 1516 edition), 
Erasmus conferred an undeserved authority 
upon this variant by introducing it into the 
margin of his 1522-35 editions. He changed the 
Latin word-order in 1519, partly to reinforce 
his preferred interpretation that the subject of 
toU KaAgoavtos is Christ: see Annot. How- 
ever, on the basis of the Greek word-order, and 
also taking account of other passages which 
refer to the Father as the one who calls, others 
have argued that XpiotoU is to be connected 
with the immediately preceding word, xóáprri. 


LB 804 


EPISTOLA AD GALATAS  1,4- 10 
Another reason for changing the Latin word- 
order was to make clear that the following 
phrase, els Etepov evayyéAlov, is connected 
with petatibeoGe rather than with koAécavTos, 
and thereby to avoid the misunderstanding of 
the sentence as meaning “called you ... into 
another gospel": see Annot. on this point. Eras- 
mus followed Valla Annot. in objecting to the 
Vulgate's double rendering of oürox by both 
sic and tam, and plausibly suggests that the 
combined reading, sic tam, must have been a 
scribal alteration. (Manetti and Lefévre both 
put fam, omitting sic). In rendering iv xópiri, 
Erasmus prefers to understand £v in an instru- 
mental sense, per gratiam, avoiding the mis- 
translation "into grace", which was used by the 
Vulgate. More literally, Valla Annot., Manetti 
and Lefèvre all had i» gratia. 


7 quod quidam sunt viwés iow (“sunt aliqui" 
Vg.) Erasmus is more literal as to the word- 
order. By adding quod, he presumably wished 
to ensure that the preceding msi is under- 
stood to mean "except" rather than "unless": 
cf. Annot. For his removal of aliquis and aliquid, 
see also on Rom. 15,18. A similar substitution 
of quidam occurs at Lc. 9,27 (1519). Ambrosiaster 
and Manetti had aliqui sunt (printed as aligni 
sunt in the 1492 Ambrosiaster edition), while 
Valla Annot. had quidam sunt, and Lefèvre 
replaced nisi sunt aliqui by quam quod quidam 
sunt. 


7 qui turbant vos oi Tapáccovres úps (“qui 
vos conturbant” Vg). Erasmus is again more 
literal as to the Latin word-order. A similar 
substitution of turbo occurs at 1 Petr. 3,14, in 
accordance with the usual Vulgate rendering 
of Tapácco at other passages. However, Eras- 
mus retains conturbo at Mc. 6,50; Gal. 5,10, 
in rendering the same Greek verb. Elsewhere 
he occasionally uses the more emphatic contur- 
bo for rendering the compound verbs éxta- 
p&coo, cvyyx&o, ovyyuve and &vacraóo. 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti put qui conturbant 
vos. 


7 inuertere yetaoTtpéyoa (“conuertere” Vg.; “sub- 
uertere” 1516). Erasmus looks for a more pe- 
jorative expression, to suit the context. Cf. on 
Act. 13,10, and Annot. He generally retains con- 
uerto for mio TpéQo,, at passages which refer to 
a sinner's conversion from his former ways. 
Lefèvre had ewertere. 


8 Caeterum | &XA& (“Sed” Ve; 
1516-19). See on Act. 6,2; Rom. 4,2. 


"Verum" 
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8 etiam si xoi tdv (“licet” Vg). Cf. on the 
removal of /icet in rendering el kaí at 2 Cor. 
4,16. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre put etsi, and 
Manetti si. 


8 et£ (“de” Vg.). See on Job. 2,15. Lefèvre made 
the same change. 


8 praedicauerit vobis euangelium... praedicaut- 
mus ejay yeMGn ron Üyiv ... eünyyeAicóe8a 
(“euangelizet vobis ... euangelizauimus” Vg.). 
See on Act. 5,42 for the removal of exangelizo. 
For Erasmus' use of the future perfect tense, 
cf. on Rom. 2,25. 


8 praeter id quod tap’ 6 ("praeterquam quod" 
Vg). The Vulgate construction, in classical 
Latin, would be understood to mean "apart 
from the fact that we have preached the gos- 
pel". Erasmus more accurately gives the sense 
as "apart from that gospel which we have 
preached”, consistent with the rendering of the 
same expression in vs. 9. See Annot. Erasmus’ 
rendering also occurs in the Jerome 1516 text 
(the lemma of that edition reproduces the 
Vulgate), and in Manetti. The version of Lefévre 
put contra id quod. 


9 Quemadmodum c»s ("Sicut" Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,13. Lefévre had vt. 


9 ante diximus Ttposiphkapev "praediximus" 
1516 = Vg.). Erasmus naturally wishes to dis- 
tinguish between "preach" and "tell before". 
See on 2 Cor. 7,3. 


9 praedicauerit euangelium euocy yiera (“euan- 
gelizauerit" Vg.). See on Act. 5,42. Manetti put 
euangelizet, and Lefèvre euangelizat. 


10 Nunc &pm ("Modo" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 
16,7, and Annot. The same change was made 
by Lefèvre. 


10 vtrum bominibus ... deo &vOpoxmous ... TOV 
8edv ("hominibus ... deo" Vg.; "vtrum homines 
-. deum" 1516-19). Other additions of vtrum, 
as a means of expressing a choice between two 
alternatives, occur in 1516 at Mt. 9,5; Mc. 2,9; 
Le. 5,23; Gal. 3,5, and in 1519 at eight further 
passages, in accordance with Vulgate usage at 
lob. 7,17. At Gal. 3,2, the word was added in 
1519-27, but omitted again in 1535. The use 
of the accusative, bomines ... deum, in 1516-19, 
followed a suggestion of Valla Annot. The ren- 
dering of Lefévre, inaccurately, was deo ne an 
bominibus confido, which (as Erasmus points out 
in Annot.) would require the substitution of 
&vOporrrots and T Ged. 
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fj ónTó &vOpwrrois Á&péokew; el yàp 
&ri &vOpovrrois fjpeokov, Xpic ToU 5oU- 
Aos otk &v inv. 

N F'vcpiZco 5E Oyiv, aSeApoi, TO eù- 
ayyéAlov TÒ eÜay yeAic8tv wm’ éuoU, dT: 
ovK ott KaTa &vOporrov. ouvSé yàp 
éyo Trapd &v8poxrrou TrapéAaBov atrtd, 
ote &bibéyOnv, GAAK Sr d&troKxaAuwe- 
ws 'ooü XpicroU. ¥ikovoate yap 
Thy &piv åvaotpophv trote év T6 "lou- 
Saioud, Sti Kad’ UtrepBoAny eSiaKov 
Tijv exkAnoiav ToU 0:00, koi ÉrrópOouv 
oaUTüv, “Kal mpotkoTrtov èv T6 "lou- 
Saioud Utrép TOoAAoUs ouvnAiKicoTas 
tv TO yévelr YOU, TepiccoTépos CnAw- 
Tis UTrd&pyov TÓV TraTpIKÓV pou TA- 
paSdceav. P rs Bb e¥Sdxnoev ó Osos, 
Ò é&popícas ue èk KoIAias urnyrpós uou, 


10 quaero B-E: quero A | 
bar B-E: et expugnabam A | 
paternarum mearum traditionum 4 | 
segregauit A 


10 Aut f| (“An” late Vg). See on Rom. 2,4. 
Erasmus has the same rendering as the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text, 
and Manetti. 


10 Nam ydp (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by P“ N A B D* F G and some 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
D" and most later mss. See Annot. In Manetti's 
version, the sentence began with Si enim, and 
in Lefèvre, with Enimuero. 


10 hactenus... placuissem & ... hpeoxov ("adhuc 
.. placerem” Vg.). Erasmus’ use of the plu- 
perfect to represent the Greek imperfect tense 
appears less accurate. The apostle’s meaning 
could be expanded as “If I were now still 
continuing to please men”. Lefèvre put amplius 
w» placerem. 


10 haudquaquam ov« &v (“non” 1516 = Vg). 
See on Job. 18,30 for Erasmus’ incorrect use 


haudquaquam essem B-E: non fuissem A | 
14 aequales B-E: aequales meos 4 | 
15 vbi B-E: vbi visum fuit A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Aut quaero hominibus placere? Nam 
si hactenus hominibus placuissem, 
Christi seruus haudquaquam essem. 
!! Notum autem vobis facio fratres, 
euangelium quod praedicatum est a 
me, non esse secundum hominem. 
7? Neque enim ego ab homine accepi 
illud, neque didici, sed per reuelati- 
onem Iesu Christi. P Audistis enim 
meam conuersationem quondam in 
Iudaismo, quod supra modum perse- 
quebar ecclesiam dei, ac depopulabar 
illam, “et proficiebam in Iudaismo 
supra multos aequales in genere meo, 
quum vehementer essem studiosus a 
maioribus meis traditorum  institu- 
torum. Ast vbi deo, qui segre- 
gauerat me ab vtero matris meae, 


13 ac depopula- 
a... institutorum B-E: 
segregauerat B-E: 


of baudquaquam. Manetti's substitution of non 
vtique was equally unsatisfactory. 


10 esem tunv (“fuissem” 1516). See on 
placuissem, above. The required meaning is 
“I would now be” rather than “I would have 
been”. 


11 autem öt (“enim” Vg.). The Vulgate reflects 
the substitution of yáp, as in codd. N°" B 
D* F G and a few other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816, 
with 39 6 N* A D! and most later mss. In 
Lefévre’s version, the word was omitted. 


11 praedicatum evry yeMoviv ("euangelizatum" 
Vg.). See on Act. 5,42. Erasmus’ rendering is the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster. 


11 zon esse &ri ot Eoi ("quia non est” Vg.). 
Erasmus changes the construction, to prevent 
the clause from being misunderstood in a cau- 
sal sense. In doing so, he adopts the rendering 
of Lefèvre. Manetti had guod non est. 


EPISTOLA AD GALATAS 1,10 - 15 
12 Jesu "IncoU. This word was omitted in cod. 
2817, in company with many other late mss. 
Accordingly, Manetti omitted Jesu. 


13 meam conuersationem ‘Thy Evi &vaoTpogriv 
(*conuersationem meam" Vg.). The word-order 
of Erasmus' rendering is more literal. 


13 quondam more (“aliquando” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 79. 


13 quod 671 ("quoniam" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20. 
Lefévre put quia. 


13 ac xai (“et” 1516 =Vg.). See on Job. 
1,25. 


13 depopulabar krrópBouv (“expugnabam” 1516 
=Vg.). The substitution of depopulor, mean- 
ing “ravage” or “lay waste”, was a partial con- 
cession to Valla Annot., who had complained 
that expugno incorrectly implied that the Chris- 
tian church could be vanquished or taken cap- 
tive. Valla proposed using oppugno, in the sense 
of “attack”, and Lefèvre likewise adopted op- 
pugnabam. In Annot., Erasmus argued that the 
Greek word was more emphatic than this, and 
that even if Paul was unable to destroy the 
church, that had certainly been his intention. 
Erasmus retains expugno in vs. 23, below, and 
also at Act. 9,21. 


14 aequales ouvniicorass ("coaetaneos meos" 
late Vg.; "aequales meos" 1516). The late Vulgate 
addition of meos has little explicit support from 
Greek mss. In Annot., Erasmus queries whether 
coaetaneus existed in classical usage ("receptum 
apud Latinos”). Although an instance of the 
word can be seen in Apuleius, it is otherwise 
absent from classical literature. A problem with 
aequales, however, as Erasmus further admits in 
Annot., is that it is ambiguous, not necessarily 
denoting equality of age. The earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre had coaeta- 
"eos, omitting meos. 


14 quum vehementer essem studiosus vr&picco- 
tépws Gndwrtijs UTr&pxov ("abundantius ae- 
mulator existens” Vg.). To avoid using existo 
in the sense of “be”, Erasmus changes the 
construction into a subordinate clause. His 
use of vebementer may be compared with his 
adoption of vehementius for TepiccoTEpws at 
Mc. 15,14; 1 Thess. 2,17; Hebr. 2,1, and for ix 
trepioool at Mc. 14,31 (1519). For his removal 
of abundantius elsewhere, see on 2 Cor. 7,13. 
Technically he is less accurate in putting ve 
hementer rather than the comparative adverb, 
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vebementius, at the present passage. Usually 
he reserves vehementer for Mav and opddpa, 
and also to intensify the rendering of certain 
words having the prefix Umep-, as in Umép- 
oyka, UTtepauE&vo, UtrepTrepiocevouan. For 
studiosus, see on Act. 21,20, and Annot. The 
version of Lefévre had cum abundantius zelator 
essem. 


14 a maioribus meis traditorum institutorum 
TOV TaTpIKdv pou TrapaSdcecov ("paternarum 
mearum traditionum" 1516 = Vg.). See on Act. 
22,3; 28,17, for Erasmus’ removal of paternus, 
and on Act. 6,14 for the use of instituta. See also 
Annot. The rendering of Lefévre was traditionum 
patrum meorum. 


15 Ast vbi Ste Sé ("Cum autem" Vg). See 
on 1 Cor. 13,10. 


15-16 deo... visum est UBdxnoev ó 8eós ("placuit 
ei” Vg; "visum fuit deo" 1516). See on Rom. 
15,26, and Annot., for Erasmus’ use of visum 
est. The Vulgate reflects the omission of ó ecs, 
as in P“ B F G and a few other mss. The textual 
question raised here is whether ò eds was a 
later explanatory addition, or whether a scribe 
accidentally passed over from ó before 0cós to 
6 before &popicas. Erasmus’ Greek text follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
2816, with N A D and most later mss. His 
revised Latin word-order, which in effect con- 
nects evSdxnoev with iva evoyyedlGopa, is 
unsatisfactory, as the Greek word-order would 
lead the reader to expect a different connection, 
between evSdéxnoev and étroxoAuyat. Further- 
more, there are no other N.T. examples of 
evBoxéco being followed by iva, but there are 
seven other instances of evSoxéw with an in- 
finitive (Le. 12,32; Rom. 15,26; 1 Cor. 1,21; 
2 Cor. 5,8; Col. 1,19; 1 Thess. 2,8; 3,1). Manetti 
and Lefévre both had placuit deo. 


15 qui segregauerat me ó &poploas pe ("qui me 
segregauit" Vg. "qui segregauit me" 1516). 
Erasmus' rendering this time is more literal as 
to the word-order. For his preference for the 
pluperfect, see on Joh. 1,19. Lefèvre made the 
same change as Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


15 ab èx (“ex” late Vg.). Cf. on Iob. 8,23. Eras- 
mus perhaps felt that a or ab was more idio- 
matic in Latin usage, following segrego, though 
segrego ex is found in some Latin authors of the 
classical period. The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosias- 
ter, the Jerome 1516 text and lemma, and also 
Lefèvre, put de. 


LB 805 


452 


Kol KaAécas Sid Tis xXóprros atrrou, 
lé &troxaAupor Tov vióv atTot èv èpoi, 
iva evayyerifaopai oUróv èv Toig #0- 
veciv, &UO&cos, oU Trpocave8Eumv capri 
xai aiveti, "oU88 &vfjA8ov eis "lepo- 
cóAupa Trpds ToUs Tred oŭ à&mooTó- 
Aous, &AA& é&míjA8ov el; ApaBlav, koi 
tév Urréotpeya eis AapacKdv. 
W'"Emerra perà Et Tpía dvijABov 
els ‘lepoodAuua iotopijoai TIérpov, xoi 
éTrépeiva Tpós aUTóv Tjuépos Seka- 
tévte.  Pirepov St TÓv dtrooTéAwv 
oUk elSov, ei uh "lóxcopov tov d&&eA- 
pòv ToU kupíou. ? & 8t ypóqoo Univ, 
ioù ivoxmiov ToU Geol, St: oU yev- 
Sopar. 7 ëmera HABov eis Trà KAI- 
pata Tis Lupias Kal Tfjg Kilos. 
2Hunv 58 &yvoougsvos TH mpocó- 
mw Toig éxxAnoiats Tis "lovSadas tas 
èv Xpiotm. — Puóvov 56 dkovovtes 
ficav | dri O &i/Gkov tds mote, viv 
eUayysAGeroi Tijv TríoTww fjv tote 


16 mpocavs8eunv A B D E: wpacavebeuny C 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


et vocauit per gratiam suam in hoc, 
vt reuelaret filium suum per me, 
visum est vt praedicarem ipsum inter 
gentes, continuo, non contuli cum car- 
ne et sanguine, "neque redii Hiero- 
solymam, ad eos qui ante me fuerant 
apostoli: sed abii in Arabiam, ac 
denuo reuersus sum Damascum. 
"Deinde post annos treis redii 
Hierosolymam vt viderem Petrum, et 
mansi apud illum dies quindecim. 
9 Alium autem ex apostolis non vi- 
di quenquam, nisi lacobum fratrem 
domini.  ?Porro quae scribo vo- 
bis, ecce coram deo non mentior. 
^ Deinde veni in regiones Syriae 
Ciliciaeque. ™Eram autem ignotus 
iuxta faciem ecclesiis Iudaeae, quae 
erant in Christo. Sed tantum hic 
rumor apud illos erat Qui per- 
sequeba|tur nos aliquando, nunc 
praedicat fidem, quam quondam 


15 in hoc B-E: om. A | 16 per B-E:inA | visum est B-E: om. A | ipsum inter gentes B-E: illum 
in gentibus A | 17 ac B-E:etA | 18 treis B-E: tres/4 | 21 Ciliciaeque B-E: et Ciliciae 4 


15-16 vocauit ... in hoc, vt reuelaret Kadécas ... 
àmokañúyar ("vocauit ... vt reuelaret" 1516 
= Vg.) Erasmus adds im hoc, to reinforce his 
interpretation that d&troxaAUwor is connected 
with kaAgoas rather than with evSdxnoev. See 
above, on visum est, for this questionable opin- 
ion. Lefévre put vocauit ... reuelando. 

16 per me èv èpoi (“in me” 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,17. 

16 visum est. See on evSdKnoev in vs. 15, above 
(p. 451). 

16 praedicarem exoyyeMUcouo (“euangeliza- 
rem” Vg.). See on Act. 5,42. 

16 ipsum aùÙtóv (“illum” 1516 = Vg.) This 
substitution was presumably intended to make 
clear that the pronoun refers to Christ, though 
some ambiguity remains. The same change was 
made by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


16 inter gentes èv vois Eüveciv. ("in gentibus" 
1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 15,24. Manetti anti- 
cipated this change. 


16 contuli teocavebéuny (“acquieui” Vg.). This 
change is consistent with the Vulgate rendering 
of the same Greek verb at Gal. 2,6. In Annot., 
Erasmus indicates that he has followed Jerome 
Comm., though the same rendering was also 
used by Lefévre. Erasmus further records the 
variant, mpoaveðéunv, which occurs in cod. 
2817. He objects in Arnot., and again in the 
Loca Obscura, that the Vulgate version gives rise 
to the misinterpretation, acquieui vitiis carnalibus. 
See also Annot. on Gal. 2,2. Manetti had the 
surprising rendering, fui addictus. 


16 cum carne et sanguine oap} xai aipon 
("carni et sanguini" Vg.). Erasmus adds a prepo- 
sition to prevent ambiguity arising from his 
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EPISTOLA AD GALATAS  1,15-23 
adoption of contuli. The same wording had 
been used by Jerome Comm.: see Annot. 


17 redii &vfjAGov (“veni” Vg). The Vulgate 
appears to correspond with #A@ov in p“, 
though since the Vulgate also uses veni in 
vs. 18 (where P% retains dvijAGov), this may 
be just a matter of translation. See Annot. The 
same correction was made by Valla Annot. and 
Lefèvre, of whom the latter placed this verb 
after Hierosolymam. 


17 cos qui ante me fuerant apostoli tous mpó 
god &rroc TóAous ("antecessores meos aposto- 
los" Vg.). Erasmus adopts a simpler render- 
ing, perhaps wishing to avoid the ambiguity 
of antecessor, which might have been taken to 
imply that the other apostles no longer held 
that office. See Annot. In Valla Annot., the 
proposed rendering was eos qui fuerant ante me 
apostoli, and in Lefévre’s version, eos qui ante 
me fuerunt. apostoli. 


17 ac kaí ("et^ 1516 = Vg.). See on Joh, 1,25. 


17 denuo wéAw (“iterum” Vg.). See on Rom. 
11,23. Lefévre had rursum. 


18 treis tpia ("tres" 1516 = Vg.). This archaic 
form of the accusative plural also occurs at 
Hebr. 11,23. See further on plureis and omneis 
at 1 Cor. 9,19; 2 Cor. 2,5. 


18 redii &vijA8ov. (“veni” Vg.). See on vs. 17. 
Lefévre made the same change, while Manetti 
put remeaui. 


18 vt viderem lo ropfijcoa ( videre" Vg.). Erasmus 
avoids the infinitive of purpose. In Annot., he 
gives a more precise definition of the Greek 
verb, as meaning to see for the purpose of 
asking or learning something. This was directly 
opposed to the view of Jerome Comm., which 
claimed that the purpose of Paul’s visit was 
to bestow honour on the apostle Peter (“non 
discendi studio ... sed honoris priori apostolo 
deferendi"). Manetti had vt ... cognoscerem, and 
Lefèvre vt alloquerer. 


18 illum aÙùtóv (“eum” Vg.). This change was 
perhaps intended to heighten the contrast with 
alium at the beginning of the next sentence. 


18 dies hyépas ("diebus" Vg.). Erasmus repro- 
duces the Greek idiom more literally, following 
the version of Lefèvre (text, not Comm.). 


19 ex apostolis tov é&rrooTóAcov (“apostolorum” 
Vg.). Erasmus probably wished to avoid the use 
of a genitive after a//us, though this does occur 
in classical authors. 
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19 non vidi quenquam ouk &lbov ("vidi nemi- 
nem" Vg.). The Vulgate corresponds with ef- 
Sov ovSéva in codd. D* F G, or otk el5ov 
ovSéva in Pd, Although the combination 
of alium with neminem has classical precedent, 
Erasmus may have disliked this usage. For his 
removal of nemo, cf. on Iob. 8,33. More literally, 
Manetti put just zon vidi, while Lefévre had 
vidi nullum. 


20 Porro quae & Sé ("Quae autem" Vg.). See 
on Zo. 8,16. 


20 non Ti où (“quia non" Vg.). Erasmus re- 
garded óri as redundant for the purpose of 
translation: see Annot. Cf. also on Joh. 1,20. 
Manetti put quod non, and Lefévre testor quod 
non. 

21 regiones tà KAipata (“partes” Vg.). This 
substitution was consistent with the Vulgate 
rendering of the same Greek word at Rom. 
15,23; 2 Cor. 11,10. In Annot., Erasmus gave 
plagas as an alternative. His use of regiones 
was identical with the version of Lefévre. 
The rendering of Ambrosiaster (1492) offered 
regionem. 


21 Ciliciaeque xoà Tfjg KiNikíog (“et Ciliciae" 
1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,39. 

22 iuxta faciem 1 mpoocmo (“facie” Vg.). 
Erasmus adds a preposition, for clarity. 

23 Sed tantum uóvov 6€ ("Tantum autem" Vg.). 


See on Joh. 1,26. Manetti put Tantummodo au- 
tem, and Lefèvre et solum. 


23 bic rumor apud illos erat &xosovtes fjoav 
("auditum habebant" Vg.). Erasmus resorts to 
paraphrase, to convey the sense of the Greek 
participle: see Annot. The version of Valla 
Annot. and Manetti was audierant, and Lefévre 
audiuerant. 

23 Qui 611 ‘O ("Quoniam qui” Vg.). Erasmus 
again treats St: as redundant for translation 
purposes. See on vs. 20, above, and also on Job. 
1,20, and Annot. Both Manetti and Lefèvre had 
quod qui. 

23 praedicat eüocy yeMCGeroa ("euangelizat" Vg.). 
See on Act. 5,42. Erasmus’ rendering was the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster. 


23 quondam tote (“aliquando” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 7,9. This second instance of trote, in 
the present verse, was omitted by cod. 2815, 
apparently without other ms. support. Eras- 
mus’ wording agrees with the Jerome 1516 text 
(contrary to Jerome Comm.). 
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émrop Gel, Akai $&6ótatov èv poi 


tov ĝeóv. 


“Etrerta Sick Sexatecodpwv étdv 

Ttv  &véBnv cis ‘lepoodAuLa 
metrà BapvaBa, cuumapoAapov xoi 
Titov: ?évéBnv 86 korà àro- 
KÓAuyiw, Kal &ve0funv avtois TÒ 
evayyéAiov ô Knpicow èv rois 
É0veci, Kar iSiav è roig SoKov- 
ci, ut) tos els Kevdv Tpéxo, Ñ 
čöpapov. 3àAA! oùsè Titos 6 
ovv £poi, “EAAnv dv, ħvaykáoðn 
T'eprTumBfivod, 4Si&  ToUg map- 
E1OAKTOUS weuSaderqous, oitives 
TapeciA6ov Karaokoroai — Tüv 
&Aeu8epíav Twdv, v  Éxouev èv 
Xpiot® ‘Inoot, iva uds KaTa- 
SouAGocovTat. Sols oùè pòs 
ópav  ei£auev Ti Umorayi, iva 


24 &S0€alov A B-E: sbo£acov A* 


2,4 Bu DE Sia õe A-C | nuas A B: vpas C-E 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


expugnabat, “et glorificabant in me 
deum. 


Deinde post annos quatuor- 

decim rursum ascendi Hieroso- 
lymam vna cum Barnaba, assumpto 
simul et Tito:  ?ascendi autem iu- 
xta reuelationem, et contuli cum illis 
euangelium quod praedico inter gen- 
tes, sed priuatim cum iis qui erant in 
precio, ne quo modo in vanum cur- 
rerem aut cucurrissem. *Sed neque 
Titus qui mecum erat, quum esset 
Graecus, compulsus fuit circuncidi, 
*propter obiter ingressos falsos fratres, 
qui subintroierant ad explorandum li- 
bertatem nostram, quam habemus in 
Christo lesu, quo nos in seruitutem 
adigerent. ‘Quibus ne ad tempus 
quidem cessimus per subiectionem, vt 


2,2 alt. cum B-E: om. A | cucurrissem B-E: cucurissem A 


24 glorificabant in me t6óGatov v tuoi (“in 
me clarificabant" Vg.). The spelling £5ó6£a- 
cov in the 1516 edition was a typesetting 
error, duly corrected in the errata. The Vulgate 
word-order corresponds with èv gol &6§a- 
Sov in codd. D F*" G. For glorifico, see on 
Iob. 12,23. The Jerome 1516 text (see Annot.), 
together with Manetti and Lefèvre, has in me 
alorificabant. 

2,1 rursum náv (“iterum” Vg.). See on Rom. 
15,10. Erasmus' rendering is the same as the 
Jerome 1516 text. Lefèvre had rursus, positioned 
after ascendi. 

1 vna cum perá ("cum" Vg.). See on Act. 1,22. 


1 assumpto simul auyrrapoNaoov (assumpto" 
Vg.). Erasmus seeks to convey the meaning of 
oup-. See on Rom. 2,15. He did not trouble to 
add simul in rendering the same Greek verb at 
Act. 12,25; 15,37-8. Manetti put coassumens, and 
Lefévre pariter assumens. 


2 iuxta katk ("secundum" Vg.). See on Ac. 
13,23. Lefévre had per. 

2 inter gentes tv Tos EOveci (“in gentibus" Vg.). 
See on Joh. 15,24. 

2 sed priuatim xat \Siav 56 (seorsum autem” 
Vg.). For sed, see on Joh. 1,26. Elsewhere Erasmus 
usually renders kat’ i8iav by seorsim or seorsum, 
and occasionally by secreto or solus. Here he 
finds a word more particularly suited to the 
context. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre put secreto 
autem. 


2 cum iis qui Toig (“iis qui” 1516 = late Vg;; 
“his qui” Vg. 1527 = Vg. mss.). The 1527 Vul- 
gate column follows the Froben Vulgates of 
1491 and 1514. Erasmus adds cum at this point, 
making clear that Toig SoxoGo1 is connected 
with &veOéumv rather than with knpvcow. For 
iis, see on Rom. 4,12. Lefèvre had its qui both 
in his translation and in his Vulgate text. 
Manetti put dis qui. 


EPISTOLA AD GALATAS 1,23-2,5 

2 erant in precio BokoUoi ("videbantur ali- 
quid esse" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The late 
Vulgate addition of aliquid ese may reflect a 
harmonisation with vs. 6 (a). C£. Valla Annot. 
In Annot., Erasmus argues, in effect, that the 
Vulgate rendering wrongly implies that the im- 
portance of these individuals was only apparent 
rather than real. In vs. 6 (b), however, he put 
videbantur esse in precio. Lefèvre put estimantur 
at the present passage. The earlier Vulgate, to- 
gether with the Jerome 1516 text and Manetti, 
had just videbantur. 


2 quo modo mws (lforte" Vg.). See on Rom. 
11,21. Manetti put aliquatenus, and Lefévre 
aliquopacto. 


2 in vanum els xevóv (“in vacuum" Vg.). A si- 
milar substitution occurs at Phil. 2,16. However, 
Erasmus retains in vacuum for the same Greek 
phrase at 2 Cor. 6,1. Lefèvre had in vanum at 
all three passages, in accordance with classical 
Latin usage. 


3 Graecus “EXAnv (“gentilis” Vg.). See on Job. 
12,20, and Annot. 


3 compulsus fuit twayKko8n ("compulsus est” 
Vg.. See on Rom. 4,2. Manetti put coactus 
est. 


4 propter && ("sed propter" Vg.). In 1516-22, 
Erasmus had 5i& 86, in accordance with the 
text of virtually all Greek mss., including those 
which were available to him at Basle. His 
Latin translation, in apparent conflict with 
the accompanying Greek text, omitted sed, 
following the opinion of Jerome Comm. that 
this word (or rather, autem) was superfluous 
in this context: see Annot. The difficulty here 
was how to render Sé without making it appear 
that Titus was, after all, circumcised. Then 
in 1527, Erasmus' Greek text was made con- 
sistent with his Latin translation, omitting 8€, 
even though he was unable to cite Greek ms. 
authority for this deletion. Lefévre put propter 
quidem. 


4 obiter ingresos Tous Trapeiodtous ("sub- 
introductos" Vg.). It might be thought that 
Erasmus’ reason for avoiding sabintroduco was 
that this verb was not used by classical au- 
thors. However, he shortly afterwards retains 
the equally non-classical subintroeo. His use of 
ingressos does not adequately convey the passive 
sense of trapeiodxtous. This change may be 
compared with Erasmus' substitution of obiter 
subeo for subintroeo in rendering vapeioSUvo 
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at Iud. 4, and of clam induco for introduco in 
rendering traperocryw at 2 Petr. 2,1. On analogy 
with this, he might have been expected to put 
clam inductos for subintroductos at the present 
passage, and then obiter subierant or obiter in- 
gresi fuerant (or even occulte irrepserant) for 
subintroterunt: cf. Annot. 


4 subintroierant rrapaioTiA9ov ("subintroierunt" 
Vg). Erasmus attempts a better sequence of 
tenses by substituting the pluperfect. See also 
the previous note, and Annot. The version of 
Lefévre made the same change. In Manetti's 
version, one ms. (Pal. Lat. 45) put subintrarunt, 
while the other (Urb. Lat. 6) joined Ambrosiaster 
in putting subintrauerunt. 


4 ad explorandum «ovaokonrijoat (“explorare” 
Vg.). Erasmus avoids the infinitive of purpose. 
Manetti, for the same reason, had vt explorarent 
(though the first hand of Pal. Lat. 45 followed 
the Vulgate). 


4 quo iva (“vt” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,13. 


4 nos tds. The change from tds to úuãs 
in 1522-35 disagrees with the accompanying 
Latin translation, and probably arose as a mis- 
print, as Óp&s does not appear to have any 
significant support from Greek mss. and is 
inconsistent with the first person plural of 
fuv ... Exouev. 


4 in seruitutem adigerent katadovAmowvTal 
(“in seruitutem redigerent" Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 
11,20. Lefèvre put seruituti subiicerent (cf. Am- 
brosiaster, in seruitutem subitcerent). 


5 ne... quidem oùt ("neque" Vg.). See on Ioh. 
7,5. In Annot., Erasmus discusses the evidence 
of Jerome Comm. and Ambrosiaster regarding 
the omission of zeque in some Latin mss. How- 
ever, the only Greek ms. omitting oW5é seems 
to be cod. D*. Lefévre made the same change 
as Erasmus. 


5 tempus ®pav (“horam” Vg). See on Ioh. 
5,35. 


5 per subiectionem ij Únmotayi (“subiectioni” 
Vg.). The original Vulgate reading could have 
been the ablative, subiectione, which Erasmus 
cites as a variant in Annot. To make clear that 
the Greek dative here has an instrumental 
sense, he uses per with the accusative, thus 
avoiding any possibility that subiectione might 
again be altered in transmission. The rendering 
subiectione was preferred by Valla Annot. and 
Lefèvre, while Manetti put iz subiectione. 
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7j àsa ToU evayyeAiou Siapeivy 
Tpós Üu&s. Sard SE Tv SoKouv- 
Tov elvai Ti óÓToioí mote oov, 
ouSév por Siagéper. mpócwmov åv- 
Opwirou Beds oU AcuBdver. uoi yàp 
oi SoKotvtes, oU6tv trpocavé|GevTo, 
T&A Totwavtiov, iSóvreg Sti Te- 
tiotevpat TÒ evayyéAiov Tris &kpo- 
Buotias, Kates Tlérpos Tfjg trepito- 
Lis. ó yàp évepytoas Tlérpcoo eis 
aTOoTOATY Tis Tepitouts, évipynoe 
Kai poi eis rà £Ovn. %Kal yvóv- 
Tes Thy xópiv tty S00ciodv po, 
"láxc os koi Knp&s Kai “ladvuns, of 
SokoüvTes oTUÀo: elvan, Se€ids ëw- 
Kav poi kai Bapvópe koivævias, iva 
Tiueig sig tà &0vn, adtoi &è cis tiv 
TEPITOUTY, Mudvov TÓV T'TOYXÓV 
iva pvnuoveUcouev. Ö koi &omoóUbaca 
auto ToÜTo Trorfjco:. 


6 omoi 4 B-E: orroiei A* 


7 concreditum B-E: creditum 4 | 


8 erga B-E: in A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


veritas euangelii permaneret apud vos. 
$ Ab iis autem qui videbantur aliquid 
esse, quales aliquando fuerint, nihil 
mea refert. Personam hominis deus 
non accipit. Nam mihi qui videban- 
tur esse in precio, nihil con | tulerunt. 
"Imo contra, quum vidissent mihi 
concreditum fuisse euangelium prae- 
putii, quemadmodum Petro circunci- 
sionis. *Nam qui efficax fuit in Petro 
ad apostolatum circuncisionis, efficax 
fuit et in me erga gentes. "Quumque 
cognouissent gratiam mihi datam Iaco- 
bus et Cephas et Ioannes, qui videban- 
tur esse columnae, dextras dederunt 
mihi ac Barnabae societatis, vt nos in 
gentes, ipsi vero in circuncisionem 
apostolatu fungeremur, ^ "tantum vt 
pauperum memores essemus. In quo et 
diligens fui, vt hoc ipsum facerem. 


9 Ioannes B-E: lohannes A | 


dederunt B-E: dederuut 4 | ac B-E: etA | apostolatu fungeremur B-E: om. A 


5 permaneret Bvayeivr) "permaneat" Vg.). Eras- 
mus achieves a more appropriate sequence of 
tenses, in view of the Greek aorists ci€apev ... 
Siauelvn. The present tense of the Vulgate 
might conceivably reflect a Greek variant, 51a- 
uévr, found in codd. A F G and a few later 
mss., including cod. 1. Manetti put maneat. 

6 its t®v ("his" Vg. 1527 = Vg. mss.). The 1527 
Vulgate column follows the Froben editions 
of 1491 and 1514. However, other editions of 
the late Vulgate, and also Annot., lemma, had 
iis. The latter reading is more in accordance 
with the sense of the Greek word. See on Rom. 
4,12. Lefèvre had iis in his Vulgate text as well 
as in his own rendering, while Manetti put 
bis. 

6 aliquid esse eivai mı (“esse aliquid" Vg.). The 
Vulgate follows the Greek word-order more 
literally. Erasmus' rendering is the same as that 


of Ambrosiaster. Lefévre replaced videbantur 
esse aliquid with aliqua in estimatione sunt. 


6 refert Biaqpéper (“interest” Vg.). There is little 
difference of meaning between the two idioms, 
mea interest and mea refert, which can both mean 
"it is important to me”, but mea interest also 
has the unwanted connotation of “it is ad- 
vantageous to me". Cf. Annot. The versions of 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change, 
except that Manetti further substituted mihi for 
mea. 


6 Personam bominis deus mpóocrmov  &v0po- 
trou Oeds ("Deus enim personam hominis" late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of enim lacks 
Greek ms. support. The rest of the Vulgate 
wording reflects a different Greek word-order, 
possibly trpdcwtrov 8:65 d&vOpartrou, as in 
codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816, 2817 and most other 
mss., commencing with B C D°", or Trpóocrrrov 
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ó Beds dvOpdtrou, as in P“ N A and a few 
later mss. The wording adopted by Erasmus is 
found in few mss. other than cod. 69, which 
might be thought to have been his source here, 
unless he made a fresh conjectural change to 
the text. For another possible use of cod. 69, 
see on 2 Cor. 13,10 (and also the Introduction). 
One argument in favour of the genuineness of 
Trpócorrov eos &vOporrov (with or without 
ó before Oeds) is that it is a Jectio difficilior, as 
this wording could at first sight be misunder- 
stood to refer to the “God of man". In Lefévre’s 
version, the sentence was persomam deus non 
accipit bominis. 

6 Nam mibi tuoi yóp (“Mihi autem" 
1535 Annot., lemma = Vg. 1527; "Mihi enim" 
1516-27 Annot., lemma = Vg. mss.). The 1527 
Vulgate column followed the Froben Vulgate 
of 1514. For nam, see on Iob. 3,34. The use 
of autem at this point lacks Greek ms. sup- 
port. Manetti put Mibi enim, and Lefèvre Michi 
certe. 


6 qui videbantur esse im precio oi SoKxotvtes 
(*qui videbantur esse aliquid" late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). See on vs. 2, above, and Annot. 
The late Vulgate addition does not necessarily 
reflect a different Greek text, but may repre- 
sent a harmonisation with the same expression 
earlier in the present verse. Lefévre put qui 
estimantur. 


7 Imo contra &XNà Toùvavriov ("Sed e contra" 
late Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg"" *; "Sed 
e contrario" some early Vg. mss.). For imo, see 
on Act. 19,2. The expression e contra, found in 
many Vulgate copies, is mainly a late Latin 
usage. The Jerome 1516 text and Lefévre put 
sed contra. Manetti's version (probably by a 
scribal error) put sed ei contra. 


7 mihi concreditum fuise Ti memiotevpai 
(“quod creditum est mihi" Vg. 1527 = Vg. mss.; 
“quia creditum est mihi" Annot., lemma; “mihi 
creditum fuisse" 1516). Erasmus here preferred 
the accusative and infinitive construction, for 
clarity. Cf. Annot. For concredo, see on Rom. 3,2 
(commissa). Manetti put quod mibi creditum erat, 
and Lefèvre quod creditus sum. 


7 quemadmodum kaðos (“sicut et” late Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,13 for quemadmodum. The late Vulgate 
addition of et lacks Greek ms. support. Lefévre 
had vt, omitting et. 


8 Nam qui ò yàp ("Qui enim” Vg.). See on 
Job. 3,34. 


457 


8 efficax fuit in ... efficax fuit .. in me tvepy- 
cas ... évüpynos ... poi (“operatus est ... 
operatus est ... mihi" Vg.). See on Rom. 7,5, and 
Annot. 


8 ad... erga cis ... els (“in ... inter” Vg; "ad 
.. in” 1516). Erasmus’ choice of prepositions 
is more accurate, though no more consistent 
than the Vulgate. See Annot. The version of 
Lefèvre put ad . ad (cf. Ambrosiaster, in .. 
ad). 


9 Quumque cognouissent kai yvóvres (“Et cum 
cognouissent" Vg.) See on Job. 1,39. Lefèvre 
put et cognoscentes. 

9 mibi datam tiv 5o0cic&v por ("quae data 
est mihi" Vg.). The Vulgate rendering is more 
precise, as Erasmus' version could also be un- 
derstood to mean "When they knew that grace 
was given to me”. Lefèvre put quae indulta est 
michi. 

9 esse columnae oT0Aoi elvan (“columnae esse” 
Vg.). For Erasmus’ occasional preference for an 
earlier position for sum, see on Rom. 2,27. The 
Vulgate word-order is more literal. 


9 ac kai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 
Lefèvre put atque. 


9 vero Sé (“autem” Vg). See on Job. 1,26. 
Erasmus' wording agrees with that of Ambro- 
siaster and Lefévre. 


9 apostolatu fungeremur (omitted in 1516 = Vg.). 
Erasmus added these words, to complete the 
elliptical Greek sentence, based on the refer- 
ence to apostolatum in vs. 8. See Annot. After 
vt nos, Manetti added quidem, and Lefèvre 
essemus. 


10 In quo 6 ("Quod" Vg.). Erasmus presumably 
wished to avoid the appearance of repetition, 
as quod and hoc ipsum provided a double object 
for the verb. C£. on 1 Cor. 7,33. 


10 et xai (“etiam” Vg.). Possibly Erasmus regar- 
ded etiam as too emphatic here, as the required 
sense is "also" rather than "even". His rendering 
was the same as that of Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefevre. 

10 diligens fui &orrou6aca ("sollicitus fui” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 12,8. Manetti and Lefévre both put 
studui, the latter having the word-order boc 
ipsum studui. 


10 vt hoc ipsum facerem oxrró toUTO Troifjcod 
(“hoc ipsum facere" Vg.). Erasmus avoids the 
infinitive. Manetti put oc idem facere, and 
Lefévre boc ipsum ... efficere. 
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""Ore Sè 50€ Tlérpos eis Av- 
Tióxyeiav, KATH TpóocoTmov at] TH 
avttoTny, ÖT kareyvoouévos fv. 
Pqrpó ToU yap £A0dv tivas émó 
‘laxwBou, perà TOV B6vàv ouvijobl- 
tv Ote St FAGov, UtréoteAAc Kai 
&poptoev éauTóv, gpoPovpevos Tots 
EK meprropñs kai ovuvutrekpién- 
cav atta Kal of Aormroi '"louBoi- 
oi dote Kal Bapváßas cuvarrüy8n 
aUTOv Tij UtroKpice,. MAN 
elSov ót ook  ópOorroBoDci 


13 


OTE 
TPÒS 


11 autw A-C E: avto D 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


" Quum autem venisset Petrus An- 
tiochiam, | palam illi restiti, eo quod 
reprehensus esset. "Nam antequam 
venissent quidam a lacobo, vna cum 
gentibus sumebat cibum: quum autem 
venissent, subduxit ac separauit se ab 
illis, metuens eos qui erant ex circun- 
cisione: Pac simulabant vna cum illo 
caeteri quoque ludaei, adeo vt Bar- 
nabas simul abduceretur in illorum 
simulationem. "Verum vbi vidissem 
quod non recto pede incederent ad 


11 Antiochiam, palam B-E: Anthiochiam, iuxta faciem 4 | eo B-E: om. A | 12 ac B-E: etA | 
separauit A B D E: seperauit C | 13 illorum B-E: om. A 


11 Petrus Tétpos ("Cephas" Vg.). The Vulgate 
reflects the substitution of Knods, as in codd. 
N ABCH and thirty-three other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2105, 2816, and also D F G and more than 
550 other mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 3, pp. 128-30). A similar divergence of text 
occurs in vs. 14, and also at Gal. 1,18 (cf. also 
vs. 9, above). The question here is whether later 
scribes substituted the name of Peter because 
it was more familiar to them, or whether an 
ancient editor deliberately changed Peter to 
Cephas in a pious attempt to avoid the con- 
clusion that Peter had fallen into error. Cf. Eu- 
sebius Historia Ecclesiastica I, 12, 2 (GCS 9, i, 
pp. 82-3), citing Clement’s identification of 
this Cephas, not as Peter the apostle, but as one 
of the “seventy” disciples mentioned in Lc. 
10,1. See also Erasmus' lengthy comment on 
the present passage in Annot. His rendering is 
the same as that of Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 
1516 text, Manetti and Lefévre. 


11 palam xarà trpdowrrov (“in faciem" Vg; 
"juxta faciem" 1516). In Annot., Erasmus ob- 
jected that in faciem sounded too “insulting” 
(“contumeliosius”). See also on 2 Cor. 10,1. 
Lefèvre put in persona. 

11 ili aùr ("ei" Vg.). Erasmus uses the more 
emphatic pronoun, as referring back to Peter 
rather than to Antioch, though this sense was 
already sufficiently clear from the context. 


Cf. Annot. The version of Erasmus agrees with 
that of Ambrosiaster. 


11 eo quod... esset St... Ñv ("quia ... erat" Vg; 
"quod ... esset" 1516). See on Job. 1,20; Rom. 
5,5; 1 Cor. 11,15. In Annot., Erasmus sugges- 
ted quoniam ... erat, which happened to be the 
rendering of Manetti. 


11 reprebensus katreyvwopévos (“reprehensibilis” 
Vg.). Erasmus is more accurate here. In Annot., 
more strongly, he suggested damnatus, in line 
with his substitution of condemno for repreben- 
do in rendering the same Greek verb at 1 Joh. 
3,20-1. The passage is further discussed in his 
Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, pp. 239-40, 
Il, 987-993; pp. 314-15, ll. 898-905. He placed 
the Vulgate use of reprebensibilis among the Loca 
Manifeste Deprauata. Erasmus’ rendering was 
the same as that of Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put 


depraebensus. 


12 Nam antequam vpó ToU yáp ("Prius enim 
quam" Vg.). The word y&p was omitted in cod. 
2815, with little other ms. support. For nam, 
see on Job. 3,34. A similar substitution of 
antequam occurs at Gal. 3,23. Lefèvre put Nam 
priusquam. 

12 venissent (1st.) EA0€tv "venirent" Vg.). Eras- 
mus produces a better sequence of tenses. For 
his use of the pluperfect, see also on Job. 1,19. 
Once again Ambrosiaster offered the same 
rendering. 
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12 vna cum pet (“cum” Vg). See on Act. 
1,22. 


12 tæv. This article was omitted in cod. 2817, 
apparently without other ms. support. 


12 sumebat cibum cuviobiev (“edebat” Vg.). 
This change is comparable with Erasmus' 
replacement of manduco by sumo cibum in 
rendering ði at Mt. 9,11. Elsewhere sumo 


cibum corresponds with petoAapBdves 1pogfis 
or TrpocAappóvo Tpogfis. 


12 subduxit iria veNAe (“subtrahebat” Vg.). A 
similar substitution of subduco occurs at Hebr. 
10,38, and also in rendering oréAAopor at 
2 Thess. 3,6. For Erasmus’ avoidance of subtrabo, 
see also on Act. 20,20. However, in using the 
perfect tense, he was less accurate. Lefévre, 
more satisfactorily, had subducebat. 


12 ac xai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Iob. 1,25. 


12 separauit ... ab illis &ocopiwev (“segregabat” 
Vg.) The Vulgate was based on a Greek text 
having é&@eoopiZev, found in most mss., including 
those at Basle (except that cod. 1 omits te ... 
&avTóv). Possibly Erasmus or one of his assis- 
tants misread the script of cod. 2817 at this 
point. More often he prefers segrego for this 
Greek verb: retaining segrego at Mt. 25,32 (b); 
Act. 13,2; 19,9; Rom. 1,1; Gal. 1,15, and substi- 
tuting segrego for separo at Mt. 13,49. He retains 
separo at Mt. 25,32 (a); Lc. 6,22; 2 Cor. 6,17. For 
Erasmus’ addition of ab illis, see on 2 Cor. 6,17. 
Lefévre had separabat. 


12 metuens poPowpevos (“timens” Vg.). See on 
2 Cor. 11,3. 


12 eos qui erant ex circuncisione TOUS Ek Treprro- 
uñs (“eos qui ex circuncisione erant" Vg.). 
The position of erant is unaffected by the 
Greek text. For Erasmus’ preference for an 
earlier position for sum, see on Rom. 2,27. His 
wording was the same as that of Ambrosias- 
ter. The version of Lefévre had eis qui erant ex 
circuncisione. 


13 ac xai (“et” Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


13 simulabant vna cum illo cuvumekpióncav 
outa (“simulationi eius consenserunt" Vg). 
Erasmus’ use of simulo is comparable with 
Vulgate usage in rendering Urroxpivoyai at Lc. 
20,20. Cf. also on Rom. 12,9. For vna cum, see 
on Act. 1,22. In Annot., Erasmus offered the 
alternative rendering, vna cum illo simulauerunt, 
which he ascribed to "Ambrose", though the 
latter (i.e. Ambrosiaster) had simulauerunt cum 
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illo, without vna. Erasmus’ adoption of the less 
accurate imperfect tense, simulabant, may have 
been prompted by Lefévre, who put cum eo 
simulabant. Manetti had ei ... in bac simulatione 
consenserunt (placing ei before ceteri Iudei). 


13 caeteri quoque xoà oi Aorrrof "caeteri" Vg.). 
The Vulgate reflects the omission of Kai, as in 
P“ B and a few other mss. Erasmus followed 


codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, 
as well as X A C D F G H and most other 
mss. See Annot. The version of Lefèvre had et 
reliqui (cf. Ambrosiaster and the Jerome 1516 
text, translating as et ceteri). 


13 adeo vt Gore (“ita vt" Vg.). See on Rom. 7,6. 
Lefévre made the same change. 


13 Barnabas simul abduceretur kai Bapváßas 
ouvamńhyðn (“et Barnabas duceretur ab eis" 
Vg.). Erasmus seeks to convey the sense of the 
Greek prefix ouv- more precisely: see on Rom. 
2,15. In Annot., he questions the genuineness 
of an alternative reading, ouvatreyOfjvon (from 
cuvarméxo), quoted in Lefèvre Comm. This 
variant was responsible for Lefévre’s rendering, 
et Barnabas ... simul abstineret. Another variant, 
ouvamayðñva (aorist passive infinitive from 
cvvorréryo), also occurs in a few late mss., 
which by a change of just one letter, could have 
given rise to the spelling cited by Lefévre. 
Manetti had just Barnabas duceretur, omitting 
et and ab eis. 


13 in illorum simulationem oxrvó»v ti rroxpicet 
(“in illam simulationem" late Vg.; "in simula- 
tionem" 1516). Earlier Vulgate mss. had z» dla 
simulatione. Erasmus renders aùTt&v more accu- 
rately: see Annot. In 1516, the omission of illo- 
rum may have been a typesetting error. Quite 
apart from this, however, Erasmus’ retention of 
im . simulationem was unsatisfactory, as the 
Greek dative is here more naturally understood 
as expressing the agency or means by which 
Barnabas was led astray. For example, at 2 Petr. 
3,17, where cuvomráyco again occurs with a 
dative, Erasmus has the rendering nefariorum 
errore abducti. Manetti put in simulationem eorum, 
and Lefèvre eorum simulatione. 


14 Verum &XX' ("Sed" Vg). See on Rom. 4,2. 
Lefévre put At vero. 


14 vbi Sve ("cum" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 13,10. 
Lefévre put quando. 

14 recto pede incederent óp8owobo0ci (“recte 
ambularent" Vg.). Erasmus' rendering was an 
adaptation of recto pede incedunt in Jerome 
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Tiv GAnbeiav ToU evayyediou, eftrov 
16 Tlétpw ëumpoocðev Trávrow, Ei ot 
*louSaios UTrdépyev, &vikós Zijs, Kai 
otK 'louBaikós, Tti Tà vn &vayká- 
Geis "louSoiZew; Styeis quo& Iov- 
año, Kal otK &€ evdv épaproAot 
%elSdtes Óri oU Sixciotta avOpe- 
tos &€ Épyov voyuou, àv pů Sid 
wiotews Inooŭ | Xpiotot, kai fjueis 
eis Xpioròv 'IncoUv émotevoapev, iva 
SixcrwG6dpev &k Tiotews Xpiotou, Kai 
ouK é6 Epywv vópov: S16T1 oU Sikaiw- 
Ocera ¿E Epywv vópou Tráca oapé. 
Vg BE CrroUvres Sikaiwbijvai èv Xpi- 
cTÓ, eupéOnuev Kal avtol épapro- 
Aoi, apa XpicTós ayaptias SidKovos; 
uty yévorro. Bei yap à KatéAu- 
oa, ToUTra TdAIv olkobopó, Tapa- 
Batny ipavióv ouviotn. “Vey 
yàp Sià vópou vouw drébavov, iva 
0c Crow, Xpiotd ovuveotavpopat. 
7a Sé, ovKéTi Eye, Ci) SE èv poi 


14 ac BE: et A | 


Iudaisare E: iudaissare A-C, Iudaissare D | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


veritatem euangelii, dixi Petro coram 
omnibus Si tu quum sis ludaeus, 
gentiliter viuis, ac non Iudaice, cur 
gentes cogis Iudaisare? ‘Nos natura 
Iudaei, et non ex gentibus peccato- 
res: quoniam scimus non iustifi- 
cari hominem ex operibus legis, nisi 
per fidem | Iesu Christi et nos in 
Christum Iesum credidimus, vt iusti- 
ficaremur ex fide Christi, et non 
ex operibus legis: propterea quod 
non iustificabitur ex operibus legis 
omnis caro. "Quod si dum quae- 
rimus iustificari per Christum, re- 
perimur et ipsi peccatores, num ergo 
Christus peccati minister est? Absit. 
"Nam si quae destruxi, ea rursum 
aedifico, transgressorem me ipsum 
constituo. "Ego enim per legem 
legi mortuus fui, vt deo viuerem, vna 
cum Christo crucifixus sum.  ? Viuo 
tamen, non iam ego, sed viuit in me 


16 propterea B-E: prop- 


terA | 17 quaerimus B-E: querimus A | per Christum B-E: in Christo | 19 deo D E: 


Christo 4-C 


Comm., and recto pede incesserit in Jerome Adv. 
Pelagianos 1, 23 (CCSL 80, p. 29): see Annot. 


14 Petro 165 Tletpeo ("Cephae" Vg.). The Vulgate 
reflects a Greek text having 16 Kng&, as in 
PHN ABCH and twenty-three other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816, and also D F G and about 
550 other mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 3, pp. 130-3). See on vs. 11, and Annot. The 
rendering of Erasmus agrees with that of Am- 
brosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text, Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


14 quum sis Iudaeus louBaios tmápyæv (“cum 
Iudaeus sis" Vg.). The Vulgate is more literal 
as to the word-order. For Erasmus' transposition 
of the verb, see on Rom. 2,27. His wording is 
again the same as that of Ambrosiaster. 


14 ac xai ("et^ 1516 = Vg.). See on Joh. 1,25. 


14 cur ti (“quomodo” Vg.). The Vulgate fol- 
lows a Greek text substituting rds, as in 
PN A B C D F G H and some other 
mss. This textual discrepancy may have been 
influenced in some way by the resemblance 
between téds and the ending of the pre 
ceding word, 'louGaikó»s. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816 and 
most other late mss. The version of Lefévre 
made the same change, while Manetti put 
quid. 

16 quoniam scimus lBétes ("scientes autem" 
Vg.). The Vulgate reflects the addition of 86, as 
in codd. X B C D* F G H and a few other 
mss. including cod. 2105. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, with 1, 2816, and also 
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P“ A D and most other mss. See Annot. As 
happens commonly elsewhere, Erasmus avoids 
the participle in his rendering of this passage. 
Manetti and Lefèvre both put scientes, omitting 
autem. 


16 non iustificari bominem Sti oU BikaioU Ton 
&vOpcotros ("quod non iustificatur homo" Vg.). 
Erasmus' substitution of the accusative and 
infinitive construction is less literal, though the 
meaning is the same. 


16 in Christum lesum els Xpiotov "Incoóv 
(“in Christo lesu" Vg.). Erasmus is more ac- 
curate here. The same wording was also offered 
by Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot., Manetti and 
Lefèvre (except that Lefèvre had Ihesum for 
lesum). 


16 credidimus Emortevooyev ("credimus" late 
Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg""). The late 
Vulgate use of the present tense is unsupported 
by Greek mss. The rendering preferred by Eras- 
mus also appeared in some Vulgate mss. (with 
Ve"), the Jerome 1516 text (as cited in Arnot.), 
Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 


16 iustificaremur SixoiwPdpev (“iustificemur” 
Vg.). Erasmus’ change of tense was prompted 
by the sequence of two Greek aorists. 


16 propterea quod Bid (“propter quod" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Act. 8,11, and Annot. The version 
of Lefèvre had Quapropter. 


16 non iustificabitur ex operibus legis où Swouco- 
Orioetar ££ Épycv vópou ("ex operibus legis 
non iustificabitur" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects a 
different Greek word-order, && épycv vópou 
oU Sikciwétjoeral, as in PÉN ABCDF 
G HI and a few other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816 
and most other late mss. The same change was 
made by Lefévre. 


17 dum quaerimus GryroUvTes (quaerentes" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,20. 


17 per Christum &v Xpic tO (“in Christo" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 


17 reperimur cptðnpev (“inuenti sumus" Vg.). 
See on Tob. 1,41. 


17 num ergo &pa (“nunquid” Vg). Erasmus 
codd. 1, 2815, 2816°", 2817" accentuate the 
word as &pa here, and codd. 2105, 2816* 
have &pa. At some other passages where dpa 
occurs within a question (e.g. Mt. 18,1; Act. 
7,1; 21,38), and also at passages where it is 


461 


accentuated as an interrogative particle, &pa (as 
at Lc. 18,8; Act. 8,30), Erasmus does not add 
ergo or igitur. Ambrosiaster put just ergo, and 
Manetti an. 


18 Nam si ci yåp ("Si enim” Vg.). See on Joh. 
3,34. Lefèvre made the same change. 


18 ea rursum totita T&v. (“iterum haec” 
late Vg.). Erasmus is more literal as to the 
word-order. Other substitutions of is for hic 
occur e.g. at Gal, 3,7 (resuming from an earlier 
qui), and 6,12 (resuming from an earlier qui- 
cunque). For rursum, see on Rom. 15,10. Lefèvre 
put eadem rursus. 


18 aedifico olkobouco (“reaedifico” late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). As pointed out in Annot., the 
prefix re- is redundant as TráAiw. has already 
been translated by iterum, in the late Vulgate. 
Manetti, together with the earlier Vulgate, had 
the same rendering as Erasmus, while Lefévre 
put extruo. 


18 transgressorem TapaPdtny (“praeuaricato- 
rem" Vg.). See on Rom. 2,23, 25. 


18 me ipsum tuautdév ("me" Vg.). Erasmus ren- 
ders the Greek reflexive pronoun more empha- 
tically. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change. 


19 mortuus fui &mé&avov ("mortuus sum" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 4,2, and Annot. 


19 deo Ged (“Christo” 1516-22 Lat.). Erasmus’ 
Latin rendering, in 1516-22, was in conflict 
with his accompanying Greek text. 


19 viuerem Chow (“viuam” Vg.). Erasmus’ 
change of tense follows from his substitution 
of fui for sum in the main clause. 


19 vna cum Christo crucifixus sum Xpiot@ ouv- 
eotaupwpa (“Christo confixus sum cruci" 
Vg.). Erasmus provides a clearer rendering. For 
his use of vna cum, see on Act. 1,22. See also 
Annot., where he cites the rendering of Lefèvre 
(Christo concrucifixus sum) and of Valla Annot. 
(cum Christo crucifixus sum) as possible alterna- 
tives, though without naming his sources. 


20 tamen 86 (“autem” Vg.). See on lob. 1,26. 


20 non iam oUxén (“iam non" Vg). See on 
Rom. 7,17. Lefèvre put on amplius. 


20 sed viuit Gi, Sé ("viuit vero" Vg.). Erasmus 
sensed that a more emphatic contrast was 
required by the context. He used the same 
wording as Ambrosiaster. 
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Xpicrós. 6 8& viv Co v sapri, &v mi- 
ote Ca TH ToU vioU ToU 8:00, Tot &ya- 
T'jcavTÓs ye, Kal mapabóvTosg éxuTov 
Umip ipoU. 7loùk aOetd iv xápiv 
ToO ĝeoŬ. ei yàp Sià vóuou Sixaioov- 
vn, apa XpicTós Bopeàv &rré&avev. 


3 "Q évónrroi Padron, tis ón&s Bå- 
oxnve, Tij é&An8cía pt) Tref8gcOon, 
ol; Kat’ óg8oApgoUs 'Inooŭs XpicTós 
Tpogypáon, èv óyiv totau| poopévos; 
2toTo udvov béAw pabeiv ag’ óuów, 
t€ Épycwv vóuou tò trveua éAcPeTe, 


3,1 umv A-D: nuw E 


20 per fidem B-E: in fide A 
3,2 prius ex A E (Ex E): vtrum ex B-D 


20 Vitam ... quam ... viuo & ... GÕ (“Quod ... 
viuo" Vg.) Erasmus here makes the meaning 
of & more explicit. At Rom. 6,10, however, 
he retains quod ... viuit in rendering à ... G: 
cf. Annot. 


20 per fidem tv mica (“in fide" 1516 = Vg). 
See on Rom. 1,17. Lefévre put in ea fide. 


20 semet ipsum tautdév ("se ipsum” Vg. 1527 
and some Vg. mss.). The 1527 Vulgate column 
followed the Froben editions of 1491 and 1514. 
Erasmus here uses the more emphatic form of 
the reflexive pronoun. The same rendering oc- 
curred in some Vulgate mss., the Jerome 1516 
text and lemma (contrary to Jerome Comm), 
Manetti and Lefévre (both columns). 


21 aspernor &Oet& (“abiicio” Vg.). Erasmus is 
more precise at this point. He adopts the same 
verb at Hebr. 10,28, replacing irritum facio. Else- 
where he renders &0eré&o by sperno and reitcio: 
see on Job. 12,48, and Annot. The version of 
Lefévre had irritam facto. 


21 Nam si sì yåp ("Si enim" Vg.). See on Joh. 
3,34. Lefévre made the same change. Manetti's 
version omitted Si enim ... mortuus est. 


21 est iustitia GiKotocUvr) (“iustitia” Vg.). Eras- 
mus adds a verb, for clarity. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Christus. Vitam autem quam nunc 
viuo in carne, per fidem viuo filii dei, 
qui dilexit me, et tradidit semet ipsum 
pro me. Non aspernor gratiam dei. 
Nam si per legem est iustitia, igitur 
Christus frustra mortuus est. 


O stulti Galatae, quis vos fasci- 
nauit, vt non crederetis veritati, 
quibus prae oculis lesus | Christus 
ante fuit depictus, inter vos crucifixus? 
?Hoc solum cupio discere a vobis, 
ex operibus legis spiritum accepistis, 


21 igitur &pa (“ergo” Vg.). See on Iob. 6,62. 


21 Christus frustra Xpiotds Swpedv (“gratis 
Christus” late Vg., with Vg" («d mino?). Erasmus 
is more literal as to the word-order. By substi- 
tuting frustra for gratis, he makes plain that the 
sense of Bcopsáv is "in vain" rather than 
"freely". Cf. Annot. The version of Lefévre was 
Cbristus nequicquam. 


3,1 stulti &vóryro1 (“insensati” Vg.). This change 
produces consistency with vs. 3. The Vulgate 
word is absent from classical literature. In 
Annot., Erasmus follows Valla Annot. in descri- 
bing insensatus as too harsh an expression. For 
his rendering of &vónros elsewhere, see on 
Rom. 1,14. Manetti made the same change, 
while Lefèvre had mentes. 


1 EBdoxnve. This spelling corresponds with 
the text of codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2816 and many other late mss. In codd. 
N ABCDF G and many other mss., inclu- 
ding cod. 2105, it is iBáckavs(v), as cited in 
Lefévre Comm. 


1 vt non crederetis wh 1rel0e8on (“non obedire" 
late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). Erasmus avoids the 
infinitive. A similar substitution occurs at Gal. 
5,7. In codd. N A B D* F G and thirteen later 
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Greek mss., the words Ti &Anela uh melðeoĝa 
are omitted, with support from some mss. of 
the Vulgate. Erasmus’ Greek text follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, as 
well as C D°“ and about 550 later mss. (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, pp. 136-9). 
In cod. 2816, the verb-ending is represented by 
a compendium which the scribe elsewhere uses 
for a variety of syllables, including -9e, -8ou, 
-Ga, and -Qe1c, so that the interpretation of the 
script has to depend on the context: in this 
instance it is therefore better to assume that the 
scribe intended tre{6eo@a1 rather than rreíec0e 
(contrary to Aland, Joc. cit.). In Annot., and also 
in the Quae Sint Addita, Erasmus noted the re- 
jection of this passage by Jerome Comm. It is 
commonly suggested that the extra four Greek 
words are a scribal interpolation from Gal. 5,7 
(tis pas Evexowe TH GANPsia ur meiðeoðo). 
An alternative possibility is that an ancient 
scribe, by parablepsis, accidentally omitted one 
complete line of text, and that his error was 
consequently reproduced by several other scribes 
who relied upon his defective copy. In 1516 
Annot., Erasmus follows Valla Annot. in pro- 
posing xe obtemperetis, changed to ne obtempera- 
retis in later editions of Annot. The version of 
Manetti had vt non obediatis. Lefévre, however, 
replaced non obedire veritati with non suaderi ve- 
ritate, taking the Greek verb in a passive sense. 


1 quibus prae oculis ols xo’ ó98aAuous (“ante 
quorum oculos" Vg). Erasmus gives a more 
literal rendering of ofs. His use of prae oculis, 
in the sense of "before their eyes", lacks classical 
precedent, though an example of this phrase 
occurs in Augustine De Cruitate Det XI, 3 (CSEL 
40, i, p. 514). Elsewhere Erasmus tends to use 
prae to mean "under the influence of" or *by 
comparison with". In Annot., he also suggests 
in oculis (1516) or sub oculis (1519 onwards). He 
did not wish to use ante in a positional sense 
here, as he planned to use the same word as 
a temporal adverb in rendering tpoeypdqn 
(ante fuit depictus) later in the sentence. Lefévre 
put quibus ante oculos. 


1 lesus Christus “Incots Xpiotés ("Christus 
lesus" Vg. 1527). The 1527 Vulgate column 
follows the Froben Vulgates of 1491 and 1514. 
Erasmus renders the Greek word-order more 
literally. In Annot., he inserts ó before Inaots. 
The earlier Vulgate, the Jerome 1516 text and 
lemma, Manetti and Lefévre (both columns) 
had the same wording as Erasmus. 
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1 ante fuit depictus mpoeypagn ("proscriptus 
est” late Vg. and some Vg. mss., with Vg‘; 
“praescriptus est” some Vg. mss., with Vg""). 
Erasmus’ use of azte ... depingo, as appears from 
Annot., was prompted by the Greek "scholia" 
(= cod. 2817°™™, 16 pev küpuypa Ewypd- 
gnoev Upiv tov ocTaupóv) and Theophylact 
(= cod. 21050m, Maypapen Sick ToU knpuy- 
patos). Manetti had prescriptus est, and Lefèvre 
descriptus est. 


1 inter vos tv Spiv (“et in vobis" late Vg.). The 
addition of et, found in some late Vulgate edi- 
tions, is unsupported by Greek mss. In some 
mss. of the Vulgate, the whole phrase is omitted, 
with support from codd. X A B C and over 
fifty other mss. If the words were originally part 
of the text, it is possible that they were deleted 
by a scribe who, connecting èv Upiv with the 
following totaupapévos, objected that Christ 
had not literally been crucified among the Ga- 
latian believers. Other copyists, who linked év 
Uuiv with the earlier ols, may have omitted the 
phrase simply because they thought that it was 
superfluous to the sense. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, 
and also D F G and about 540 other mss. (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, pp. 139-41). 
See Annot., and for inter, see on Job. 15,24. The 
insertion of e£ is listed among the Quae Sint 
Addita. The reading év uïv in 1535 seems to 
have been a misprint, as it conflicts with the 
Latin rendering. The Jerome 1516 text, Manetti 
and Lefévre had in vobis, omitting et. 


2 cupio discere a vobis BtAw pobeiv &q’ Udy 
(“a vobis volo discere” late Vg. and some Vg. 
mss.). The late Vulgate word-order lacks Greek 
ms. support. For cupio, see on 2 Cor. 11,12. 
Ambrosiaster put volo discere a vobis, and Lefèvre 
4 vobis discere velim. 


2 ex (1st.) 8 (“an ex" 1516-27 Annot., lemma; 
"vtrum ex" 1519-27 Lat.). The reading attribu- 
ted to the Vulgate in the lemma of 1516-27 
Annot. is identical with the wording of Lefévre's 
translation. The use of vtrum here in 1519-27 
produced consistency with the insertion of that 
word in a similar pair of alternative questions 
in vs. 5: see further on Gal. 1,10. In 1535, 
Erasmus restored the earlier Vulgate reading. 
See Annot. This was also the wording of Am- 
brosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text, Manetti, the 
Vulgate column of Lefévre, the 1527 Vulgate 
column, and the Froben Vulgates of 1491 and 
1514. 


464 


1j &E åkoñs tiotews;  ?oUTcs dvd- 
"oí éote, évapEdpevoir TrveUpami, viv 
capki émiteAdio€e; — *rocaUtra má- 
Bete eik; ei ye Kal elk. $ô oóv 
tmixyopnyóv Üyiv Td TveUpa, koi 
évepy@v  Buvéápeis èv Oyiv, 8 ëp- 
yov vópou, 1| i£ åkoñs TríoT&cs; 
$ka0cs ABpadp étriotevoe TH Oe, 
kal éAoylo@n atte eis Skarv- 
vnv. 7yivmoxete G&pa Óm of èk 
TícT&os, ovtoi iow vioi Appa- 
au.  ®%trpoiSotca Sè fj ypagh óm 
êk tiotews Sikar ta vn ó 
Geds, TposunyysAicaro TH APBpady 


oT: EvAoynSijcovta èv ool méávra 
tà vn. Pote of èk Tiote- 
ws eAoyolvTal ov TH mot 
ABpadu. Pócoi yàp i£ Éfpyov 


6 Bikoiocuvny B-E: Sixaiwouvnv A 
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an ex praedicatione fidei? — *Adeo 
stulti estis, quum spiritu coeperitis, 
nunc carne consummamini?  *Tam 
multa passi estis frustra, si tamen et 
frustra. Qui igitur subministrat vo- 
bis spiritum, et operatur virtutes in 
vobis, vtrum ex operibus legis, an ex 
praedicatione fidei id facit? ®Quem- 
admodum Abraham credidit deo, et 
imputatum est illi ad iustitiam. "Sci- 
tis igitur quod qui ex fide sunt, ii 
sint filii Abrahae. *Praeuidens autem 
scriptura, quod ex fide iustificet gentes 
deus, prius rem laetam nunciauit Ab- 
rahae: Benedicentur, inquiens, in te 
omnes gentes. "Itaque qui ex fide 
sunt, benedicuntur cum fideli Abra- 
ham. "Nam quotquot ex operibus 


2 praedicatione B-E: auditu Æ | 3 spiritu B-E: in spiritu A | carne B-E: in carne A | 4 si 
tamen et B-E: at si tamen Æ | 5 praedicatione B-E: auditu | 7 quiB-E:iiquiA | sint B-E: 


suntA | 8 laetam B-E: letam A 


2 praedicatione &xofjs (auditu" 1516 = Vg). A 
similar substitution occurs in vs. 5. In Annot., 
Erasmus objected to the expression ex auditu 
fidei, as being contrary to classical usage, and 
also because auditus tends to mean the act or 
faculty of hearing rather than the content of 
what is heard. See further on Job. 12,38; Act. 
28,26. 


3 Adeo otrtws (“Sic” Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 6,5. 
Lefèvre put Siccine, following Valla Annot. 


3 estis tote (“estis, vt” late Vg. and many Vg. 
mss, with Vg"") As pointed out in Annot., 
the late Vulgate addition of vt lacks explicit 
Greek ms. support. In omitting this word, 
Erasmus’ rendering agrees with a few Vul- 
gate mss. (with Vg), Ambrosiaster and Valla 
Annot. 


3 spiritu .. carne Tvespom: ... capKi (“in 
spiritu ... in carne" 1516). By adding in, Eras- 
mus' 1516 rendering prevents cum from being 


misunderstood as a preposition. In 1519, he 
reverted to the more accurate Vulgate wording. 
In 1535, the frequent substitution of quum for 
cum (not included in the apparatus to the pres- 
ent edition) removed ambiguities of this kind. 


4 Tam multa tooatta (“Tanta” Vg.). See on 
lob. 6,9. 


4 frustra (twice) eixij (“sine causa" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 13,4, and Annot. The same substitu- 
tion was made by Jerome Comm., Manetti and 
Lefévre. 


4 si tamen et & ye kai ("si tamen" Vg.; “at si 
tamen" 1516). Possibly, in 1516, Erasmus had 
intended to put et si tamen. In 1519, by adding 
et, he provides a rendering for kai. The word 
Kai was omitted by $*. Manetti had the same 
translation as Erasmus' 1519 edition. 


5 igitur otv (“ergo” Vg.). See on lob. 6,62. 
Lefévre made the same change, but Manetti 
had enim. 
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5 subministrat &mryopnyów (“tribuit” Vg.). 
This substitution is in accordance with Vul- 
gate usage at Col. 2,19. Erasmus further uses 
subministro to replace ministro in rendering the 
same Greek verb at 2 Petr. 1,5, 11. For his 
occasional use of tribuo for Sic, see on Rom. 
4,20. In 1516 Annot., without support from his 
Basle mss., he twice substitutes yopnyyów for 
émyopnyav. Both forms of this verb appear 
in cod. 2817°™", The version of Lefèvre had 
suppeditat. 


5 vtrum ex t& ("ex" Vg.). See on vs. 2, above, 
and also on Gal. 1,10. Lefèvre put an id 
€x. 


5 praedicatione &xotjs (“auditu” 1516 = Vg.). 
See on vs. 2. 


5 id facit (Vg. omits). Erasmus makes this ad- 
dition, to supply a main verb for the sentence. 
See Annot. The version of Lefévre produced a 
similar effect by expanding the previous clause 
to read an id ex operibus legis sit. 


6 Quemadmodum Koders ("sicut scriptum est" 
late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate 
addition of scriptum est has little Greek ms. 
support: see Annot. For quemadmodum, see on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefèvre had vt, omitting scriptum 
est. 


6 imputatum est ENoyloOn ("reputatum est” 
Vg.). See on Rom. 2,26. 


7 Scitis ywooxete ("Cognoscite" late Vg. and 
many Vg. mss., with Vg; “Cognoscitis” some 
Vg. mss., with Vg*). The substitution of scio 
for cognosco also occurs at Me. 12,12; 13,28; 
Hebr. 10,34; 13,23. Erasmus follows Jerome 
(whose 1516 text and lemma have Cagnoscitis) 
in preferring to render the verb as indica- 
tive rather than imperative, though in Annot. 
he acknowledges the ambiguity of the Greek 
word. 


7 igitur &pa (“ergo” Vg.). See on Joh. 6,62, 
and Annot. The same change was made by 
Lefèvre. 


7 quod... sint du ... elow ("quia ... sunt" Vg.; 
“quod ... sunt" 1516). See on Joh. 1,20. Manet- 
ti and Lefévre made the same change as in 
Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


7 qui oi ("ii qui" 1516). In 1519, Erasmus 
reverted to the shorter Vulgate rendering. His 
1516 addition of j again followed the version 
of Lefévre. 
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7 ii otrroi (“hi” Vg. 1527; “hii” Vg. mss.). The 
1527 Vulgate column follows the Froben edi- 
tions of 1491 and 1514. The reading ii is also 
found in some late Vulgate editions. For the 
substitution of is for bic see on Gal. 2,18. 
Manetti put hi, and Lefèvre ili. 


8 Praeuidens mpoiGoUca (“Prouidens” Vg.) 
Both renderings are legitimate, though pro- 
uideo, which was more widespread in classical 
usage, could also mean "provide" and not only 
"foresee". Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change. 


8 quod .. iustifict Ot: ... Saoi ("quia ... 
iustificat” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20. Manetti and 
Lefèvre had quod ... iustifzcat. 


8 prius rem laetam nunciauit Mpoeuny yeAicato 
("praenunciauit" Vg.). This change is comparable 
with Erasmus’ use of laeta nuncio at Lc. 1,19 
(1519), and laetum accipio euangelii nuncium at 
Mt. 11,5 (1519), for evayyeAiZouon. He retains 
praenuncio for TeoKkaTayyéAAw at Act. 3,18; 
7,52. See Annot. The version of Lefévre had 
praeeuangelizauit. 


8 Benedicentur, inquiens 611 EUNoynTcovron 
(“Quia benedicentur" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20 for 
the omission of quia. Erasmus adds inquiens to 
make a smoother connection with the preceding 
nunciauit, which already had a direct object in 
rem laetam. The reading eAoyn8jcovron has 
little ms. support other than cod. 2105 (which 
has a different word-order, 571 &v col e)Aoyn8- 
covTat), and codd. F G: see on Act. 3,25. Most 
mss. have tvevAoy nerjoovron. Lefèvre put quod 
benedicentur, while Manetti changed the word- 
order to quod in te benedicentur. 


9 [taque doe (“Igitur” Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 7,38. 
Manetti anticipated this change. In Lefévre's 
version, it was Quare. 


9 benedicuntur esAoyotvta (“benedicentur” 
Vg.). As indicated in Annot., the Greek verb is 
in the present tense. Erasmus was also aware 
that this treatment of benedico as a transitive 
verb did not conform with classical usage 
("Scio parum esse Latinum"). Lefèvre put bene- 
dicti sunt. 


10 Nam quotquot 6001 yao ("Quicunque enim" 
Vg.). For nam, see on Iob. 3,34. A similar sub- 
stitution of quotquot for quicunque occurs at 
Mt. 14,36; Phil. 3,15; Col. 2,1. More often Eras- 
mus retains quicunque. Lefèvre had Quicunque 
vero. 
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vópou eicív, Udo Kat&pav sici. yéypa- 
Tra yap, Emkatáparos tras 65 ovK 
éupévet év Tr&ci Tos yeypaupevois èv TH 
BiBAla Tol vóuou, ToU troijoa ova. 
1 S11 Bé Ev vóu obSels BikaioU Tat mapa 
TO Ged, STjAov, ST Óó Sikanos k río Tecos 
Gocta, 26 5è vópos otk Eotiv èk Ti- 
oTews, GAA’ 6 Troitjoas are &vOporros, 
G'jceroa èv avtois. 3 Xpiotds Ops E£n- 
yopaoev & Tis karápas TOU vópou, yE- 
vóuevos UTrép Uu KaTdpa. yéypatrral 
yap, 'Emikarápaos T&s ó kpeuápevos 
Eri &Aov:. “iva eis tà Hun fy euAoyla 
ToU Apaépu yévntat | èv Xpiot& In- 
ool, iva thy étrayyeAiav ToU Trveüporros 
Ad&Poopev Sik TÄS tlorews. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


legis sunt, execrationi sunt obnoxii. 
Scriptum est enim: Execrabilis omnis, 
qui non manserit in omnibus, quae 
scripta sunt in libro legis, vt faciat ea. 
"Quod autem in lege nullus iustifi- 
cetur apud deum, palam est. Siquidem 
iustus ex fide viuet, "lex autem non 
est ex fide: sed qui fecerit ea homo, 
viuet in ipsis. P Christus vos redemit 
ab execratione legis, dum pro vobis 
factus est execratio. Scriptum est enim, 
Execrabilis omnis qui pendet in ligno: 
“vt in gentes benedictio Abrahae ve- 
niret per Christum lesum, vt pro- 
missio|nem spiritus acciperemus per 


fidem. 


10 karapav A C-E: ko$apav B | 13 upas C-E: nuas A B 


10 execrationi B-E: maledictioni 4 | Execrabilis B-E: Maledictus est/4 | 11 iustificetur B-E: 
iustificatur Æ | 13 vos E: nos 4-D | ab execratione B-E: a maledictione A | execratio B-E: 
maledictum.A | Execrabilis B-E: maledictusA | 14 per Christum Iesum B-E: in Christo Iesu 4 


10 execrationi sunt obnoxii YTS xarápav eioi 
("sub maledicto sunt" Vg.; “maledictioni sunt 
obnoxii" 1516). For execratio, see on Rom. 3,14, 
and for obnoxius, see on Rom. 3,9. See also 
Annot. The version of Manetti had sub male- 
dictione sunt (with the spelling maladictione in 
Urb, Lat. 6). 


10 Execrabilis Emicatdpotos ("Maledictus" Vg.; 
"Maledictus est” 1516). See on Job, 7,49, and 
cf. also Annot. 


10 manserit tupéver ("permanserit" Vg.). At 
Act. 14,22 (1519), permaneo is replaced by per- 
seuero, and at Hebr. 8,9 by persisto, both rendering 
the same Greek verb. For Erasmus' treatment 
of permaneo elsewhere, see on Act. 11,23. See 
also Annot., where he cites permanet as a more 
literal translation: this was the wording of 
Lefévre. 


11 Quod .. iustificetur ÖT Bikoiot Tad 
("Quoniam .. iustificatur" Vg; "Quod .. 
iustificatur" 1516). See on Job. 1,20, and Annot. 
The versions of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefévre had the same rendering as Erasmus’ 
1516 edition. 


11 vóuo. Cod. 2815 has T® vdpeo, in company 
with a few other late mss. 


11 nullus otBels ("nemo" Vg.). See on Rom. 
14,7. Lefévre made the same change. 


11 palam est Sov ("manifestum est” Vg.). See 
on 1 Cor. 15,27. Lefévre put dilucidum, omitting 
est. 


11 Siquidem õm (“quia” Vg.). Erasmus does not 
elsewhere render Sti by siquidem. More often 
he uses siquidem to replace enim, in rendering 
yap. 

11 vinet L'ceron (“viuit” Vg.) Erasmus is 
more accurate here, as the Greek verb is in the 
future tense: see Annot. His rendering agrees 
with the Jerome 1516 text (contrary to Comm.), 
Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. 


12 bomo &vOpcoxros (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission is supported by P“ N A"! B C D* 
F G and thirty-three other mss., including cod. 
2815. Erasmus follows cod. 2817, alongside 
1, 2105, 2816, with D°" and about 560 other 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, 
pp. 142-4). If &v6porrros were not an authentic 
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part of the text, it might be thought to reflect 
a harmonisation with 6 troitjas aùtà é&v6pco- 
tros at Rom. 10,5 (cf. also Lv. 18,5). Another 
explanation is that the word was genuine but 
was deleted by a corrector who deemed it to 
be superfluous to the sense: cf. the omission 
of &vOporros by cod. B at 1 Cor. 15,45. Manetti 
and Lefévre made the same correction as Eras- 
mus, except that Lefèvre positioned homo after 


sed. 


12 ipsis avrtois ( illis" Vg.). The Vulgate use of 
illis appeared to make an unwanted contrast 
with the preceding ea. Manetti anticipated the 
change made by Erasmus, while Ambrosiaster 
(1492) and Lefévre put eis. 


13 vos wyas (“nos” 1516-27 - Vg). In the 
1516-19 editions, the Latin rendering, zos, was 
matched by the equivalent Greek text, fius, 
found in all of Erasmus' mss. at Basle. In 
1522-7, the Greek text was changed to Uydes, 
while the Latin rendering inconsistently retained 
nos. In view of the lack of Greek ms. support 
for Upas, it is possible that this originated as 
a typesetting error in the 1522 edition, and that 
the Latin was changed in 1535 solely to produce 
agreement with the previously altered Greek 
text. The substitution of Wuds could have been 
influenced by the presence of Wuddv (in Eras- 
mus' printed text) later in this sentence. Both 
mss. of Manetti's version replaced nos by won, 
presumably through a scribal error. 


13 ab ix ("de" Vg.; “a” 1516). See on Job. 8,23. 
In Annot., Erasmus translates more literally by 
ex, which was also the rendering of Manetti. 


13 execratione Ti\s Kat&pas (“maledicto” Vg.; 
“maledictione” 1516). See on Rom. 3,14. In 
Annot., Erasmus prefers maledictione, citing Je- 
rome Adv. Pelagianos Il, 9 (CCSL 80, p. 66). 
Manetti likewise had maledictione (spelled mala- 
dictione in Urb. Lat. 6). 


13 dum pro vobis factus est yevouevos Umip 
Ou&v (“factus pro nobis" Vg). The reading 
ouóv is not supported by Erasmus’ Basle mss. 
Since the Latin rendering and Greek text are 
consistent, this might appear to have been a 
conjecture by Erasmus. Another possibility is 
that the typesetter of the 1516 Latin column 
accidentally substituted wobis for nobis (by turn- 
ing a letter upside-down), and Erasmus or his 
assistants then compounded the error by altering 
the Greek text to match the Latin. For dum, see 
on Rom. 1,20. 
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13 execratio xatàpa "maledictus" Annot., lem- 
ma = late Vg; "maledictum" 1516 = Vg. 1527 
and Vg. mss.) See on Rom. 3,14. In Annot., 
Erasmus also suggests maledictio, but argues 
that maledictum meant an “insult” ("conui- 
cium"), whereas the required meaning was 
"curse", The 1527 Vulgate column follows the 
Froben editions of 1491 and 1514. Manetti 
preferred maledictio, and Lefèvre maledictum. 


13 Scriptum est enim yéyparta yap (“quia 
scriptum est" Vg). The Vulgate reflects the 
substitution of ri y£yparrroi, as in P“ A B 
C D* F Gand a few other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 
2816, as well as $ D°" and most later mss. The 
usual formula in the Pauline epistles is ka8cos 
yéypatrrai or yéypatrta yóp, but nowhere 
else does Paul write 61: y£yparrroi. In the 
present verse, therefore, yéypatrtai yáp is 
more consistent with Pauline style. Manetti 
made the same change as Erasmus, while Lefévre 
had nam scriptum est. 


13 Execrabilis "Emikoróáporros | ("maledictus" 
1516 = Vg.). See on Ioh. 7,49, and cf. Annot. 


13 kpeuápevos. Cod. 2815 has the spelling 
Kpeuuápevoc. 


14 in gentes els Tà čðvn (“in gentibus" Vg.). 
Erasmus is more accurate here. Manetti also 
made this change. 


14 veniret y&vryron ("fieret" Vg.). Erasmus’ ren- 
dering, though less literal, is appropriate to the 
context. 


14 per Christum lesum tv Xpiot® “Inoot (“in 
Christo Iesu" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 


14 promissionem viv &reyyeMav. (“pollicita- 
tionem" Vg.). In this chapter, Erasmus consis- 
tently renders érayyeAia by promissio, whereas 
the Vulgate uses pollicitatto, promissio, repromissio 
and promissum. A similar substitution of promissio 
occurs at Hebr. 4,1; 6,17. On the other hand, 
in rendering the same Greek word at 2 Petr. 3,4, 
Erasmus replaces promissio with pollicitatio. See 
also on Act. 1,4; Rom. 4,20; 9,4. Manetti and 
Lefévre both put promissionem here. 


14 acciperemus Aáeouev (“accipiamus” Vg.) 
Erasmus' use of the imperfect subjunctive was 
consistent with his adoption of veniret earlier 
in the sentence, and was more in keeping with 
the sequence of Greek aorists, Enydpacev ... 
ytvóusvos ... yévryraa ... A&Boousv. Lefèvre put 
capiamus. 
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SASeAgoi, katà E&vOpwirov Aéyo. 
Sums avOpatrou kekuponévnv Siah- 
Knv, ovdeis Aerei, T) éiSiordocetai. 
T4 St Appaàu ipptOncav af èm- 
ayyeAion, Kal TH oTréppuami oUToÜU. oU 
Atys, Kai tois oméppaoiv, dds él Toà- 
Adv, GAA’ as êp’ évds, Kal TO otrép- 
Kati cou, és tot: Xpiotés.  ToUTo 5E 
Aéyoo, Siadikny Tmpokekupwpévny ÜTró 
TOU Oe0t cis Xpiotév, Ó uer& Eryn TE- 
Tpakócia Kal TpidKovTa yeyov%ş vó- 
Los, oÙK &kupoi, els TO katapyñoa Tiv 
étrayyeAiav. et yàp èk vópou f) KAN- 
povouía, oUkéri &€ ErrayyeAÍas. tH BE 
ABpadcy r ErayyeAMas Kexyópic Ton ó 
eds. ví oOv 6 vópos; rGv rrapapáoce- 
wv X&piv rrpoceré8n, &ypis oÜ EAN TO 
cTépua @ E&müyysNron, Siatayeis Sr 


19 w B-E:0 A 
18 iam D E: iam est A-C 


15 Hominis licet testamentum, tamen si sit compro- 
batum dpos &vOpcorrou kekupcouévny BioOymv 
("tamen hominis confirmatum testamentum" 
Vg.). The meaning implied by Erasmus' render- 
ing is that "No one rejects a testament, even 
if it was made only by a man (and not by God), 
provided that it has been ratified". In this way, 
Erasmus attaches a concessive sense to Sys, 
rather than understanding it as making a con- 
trast with the preceding words (kat& &v6po- 
Trov Aéyoo), and further attributes a conditional 
sense to the participle, k«exupcouévnv. In 1519 
Annot., however, he acknowledges that Spo 
can be interpreted differently. For the idiomatic 
use of licet ... tamen, see also on 2 Cor. 11,6. A 
similar substitution of comprobatum for confir- 
matum occurs in vs. 17, below. Lefèvre changed 
the word-order to nullus tamen testamentum 
bominis authoratum. 


15 reiicit &Oetei (“spernit” Vg.). See on Job. 
12,48; Gal. 2,21. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus dis- 
tinguishes between d&6etéco and &xupdcs, trans- 
lating the latter by irritum facio or rescindo. By 
doing so, he implicitly criticised Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre, who had irritum facit for &Betéw 
here. However, in 1519 Annot., Erasmus blurred 
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PFratres, secundum hominem di- 
co. Hominis licet testamentum, tamen 
si sit comprobatum, nemo reiicit, aut 
addit aliquid. ‘Porro Abrahae dictae 
sunt promissiones et semini eius. Non 
dicit, Et seminibus: tanquam de mul- 
tis, sed tanquam de vno: Et in semine 
tuo, qui est Christus. "Hoc autem 
dico, testamentum ante comprobatum 
a deo erga Christum, lex quae post 
annos quadringentos et triginta coepit, 
non facit irritum, vt abroget promissi- 
onem. Nam si ex lege est haereditas, 
non iam ex promissione. Atqui Abra- 
hae per promissionem donauit deus. 
P? Quid igitur lex? Propter transgressio- 
nes addita fuit, donec veniret semen 
cui promissum fuerat, ordinata per 


the distinction of meaning by adding rescindo 
as a possible translation of &etéw. 


15 addit aliquid triBiatéooeta (“superordi- 
nat" Vg.). Erasmus provides a simpler alterna- 
tive to the non-classical expression used by the 
Vulgate. Cf. Annot. The version of Lefévre had 
superaddit. 

16 Porro Abrahae v6 8 ABpady (“Abrahae” 
Vg.). The Vulgate seems to reflect the omission 
of Bé, as in codd. C* D* F G. The version of 
Lefèvre put Abrahae autem, while Ambrosiaster 
(1492) and Manetti had just Abrae. 


16 tpptóncav. This was the spelling of codd. 
1, 2815, 2816, 2817 and many other mss., com- 
mencing with $ A B* C D* GI. In many other 
mss., including B^" D^", it was épprj9noav. In 
cod. 2105" it was 568noav (2105*" has ipprj- 
@noav in a sixteenth-century hand). 

16 tanquam (twice) cos ("quasi" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 9,32, and Annot. The same change was 
advocated by Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. Valla 
also suggested using velut, as an alternative. The 
version of Manetti had vt. 

16 de (twice) &rri ... èp’ (“in” Vg.). See on Rom. 
6,21. The preposition de yields a clearer sense. 


EPISTOLA AD GALATAS  3,5-19 


16 in semine TẸ omépuom ("semini" Vg.). This 
change is a departure from the plain meaning 
of the Greek dative ("to your seed"); it produces 
a discrepancy with the Old Testament passages 
which the apostle is here quoting (Gr. 13,15; 
17,8); it is also inconsistent with the rendering 
of 1 omépparı by semini earlier in the present 
verse. Cf. Annot. 


17 ante comprobatum mpokekupcouévmy (“con- 
firmatum” Vg.). Erasmus conveys the added 
force of the Greek prefix tpo-. The Vulgate 
corresponds more closely with kekupcouévnv in 
codd. F G and a few later mss., though this 
Greek variant may in turn have been influenced 
by the Latin wording. See Annot., and see also 
on vs. 15 for comprobatum. Manetti had preconfir- 
matum, and Lefèvre preauthoratum. 


17 mó. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus substitutes 
àó. 

17 erga Christum els Xpiotóv (Vg. omits). The 
Vulgate omission is supported by p“ N A 
B C and a few other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816, 
with D F G I 0176 and most other mss. See 
Annot. The passage is also listed in the Ad 
Placandos. In the opinion of some, this phrase 
was a later interpretative doctrinal comment 
that found its way into the text. If, on the other 
hand, the words were genuine, it is possible 
that they were accidentally omitted by scribes 
(cf. the omission of eis Xpiotév by cod. 2817 
in vs. 27, below), or even intentionally deleted 
by an ancient objector to the theological concept 
of a pre-existent Christ (cf. the absence of tov 
Xpiotév from codd. N A B C at 1 Cor. 10,9). 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had in Christo, while 
Valla Annot. and Manetti proposed in Christum. 


17 lex quae... coepit & ... yeyovoos vópos (“quae 
... facta est lex” Vg.). Erasmus moves lex to an 
earlier position, for the sake of clarity. For his 
use of coepio, see on Job. 1,15; Rom. 7,3. Lefèvre 
put lex quae ... facta est. 


17 annos quadringentos et triginta ETN tTeTPOKO- 
cia Kal Tpióxovra ("quadringentos et triginta 
annos" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects the transposi- 
tion of čty after Tpiékovra, as in PX A B 
C D (F G) and some other mss. The reading 
of cod. 2105**4 was rpiaxócia Kal Tpiákovra 
&rn. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 1, 2816, and also 0176"4 and 
most later mss. The version of Lefévre made the 
same change as Erasmus. 
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17 facit irritum éxupot (“irritum facit" late Vg., 
with Vg""; "irritam facit" Vg. mss., with Vg*). 
The Latin word-order is unaffected by the 
Greek text. Cf. Annot. The version of Manetti 
had irritat, and Lefèvre abrogat. 


17 vt abroget sig to Kotapytjoa (“ad euacu- 
andam" Vg.). See on Rom. 6,6 for the removal 
of exacuo. Lefèvre put ad tollendam. 


18 est haereditas y KAnpovouta "haereditas" 
Vg.). Erasmus adds a verb, for clarity. 

18 non iam ovxém (“iam non" Vg.; "non iam 
est” 1516-22). See on Rom. 7,17 for the word- 
order. The added verb of 1516-22 was a clari- 
fication, not arising from any difference of 
Greek text. Manetti and Lefévre both had non 
amplius. 


18 Atqui Abrahae t& 86 ABpacy ("Abrahae 
autem” Vg.). See on Job. 7,26. Lefèvre had the 
word-order atqui per promissionem Abrahae. 


18 promissionem trayyeNas (“repromissionem” 
late Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg"). See on 
vs. 14, above, and also on Act. 1,4; Rom. 4,20; 
9,4. Erasmus’ rendering agrees with some mss. 
of the earlier Vulgate (with Vg"), Ambrosiaster, 
the Jerome 1516 text, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


19 transgressiones TV vrapaáotov ("transgres- 
sionem" late Vg.). In Annot., lemma, Erasmus 
cites transgressiones as the Vulgate reading. This 
was also the word used by Jerome Comm. The 
1527 Vulgate column and the Froben Vulgates 
of 1491 and 1514 have transgressionem. This late 
Vulgate use of the singular lacks Greek support. 
Manetti had ¢transgressionum gratia for Tv 
Trapa ácscov ydpiv, and Lefèvre similarly put 
gratia transgressionum. 


19 addita fuit vpocevéOn ("posita est” Vg.). 
The Vulgate corresponds with éré@n in codd. 
D* F G. In Annot., Erasmus gives apposita. est 
as an alternative: this was in fact the rendering 
offered by Lefévre. 


19 cui &. In 1516, Erasmus’ Greek text had 6, 
derived from cod. 2815, with support from 
codd. 1 and 2816, but in conflict with his 
accompanying Latin translation. See Annot. 
The version of Manetti had quod. 


19 promissum fuerat Em yy yeXvoa "promiserat" 
Vg.). The Greek verb can be interpreted either 
as middle or passive. Cf. Annot. This change 
was anticipated by Manetti. Ambrosiaster had 
promissum est, and the Jerome 1516 text promissum 
erat, while Lefèvre put promissio facta est. 
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&yyéAo èv yeipi uecírou. Pó 5E peoi- 
TNS, Évós ovK Eotiv, Ó 5E Beòs els &oriv. 
216 oóv vópoş KaT& TOv èmayysMæv 
TOU Geot; uh yévorro. ei yàp &d0n vó- 
uos, Ó Suvauevos Goorroifjcot, óvros 
&v èk vópou fjv fj Sixaioctvn. 7? àAAk 
cuvékAeigev fj ypagt) Ta Távra wird 
&papríav, iva fj étrayyeAia Èk Trio eos 
*Incott Xpic oU 608%) rois mioTevovon. 
2TTpó ToU St bev thy riot, 
Uró vópov ppoupoúpeða, cuyktkAei- 
cyévoi els Thv uéAAovcav TríoTIv &mro- 
KoAug8fjvoi. “*dote & vóuos maða- 
ycoyos æv yéyovev el; Xpiotév, iva 
ik iotews Sikoiwbdpev. Z èABovons 
Sè Tfjg Tío Tecos, ovKETI UTrd maidayw- 
yóv toyuev. %ardvtes yap viol coU 
éote Sik Tis mío Tes èv Xpiotd In- 
coU. *So01 yàp iporrríc8nte, Xpi- 
oTov ivebUcac0r. Boùk Evi "louBoíos 
oust “EAAnv. otk čvı 800Àog oU8E 
EAeU8epos. oùk Evi Gpoev Kai 8f. 
Trávres yap Uyeis els tote èv XpicTO 
Inoot. el 8& Ups XpicroU0, dpa 


26 vioi B-E: o1 A 


19 intercessoris B-E: mediatoris A | 


20 Intercessor B-E: Mediator 4 
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angelos in manu intercessoris. 7 Inter- 
cessor autem vnius non est, at deus 
vnus est. ?Lex igitur num est aduer- 
sus promissiones dei? Absit. Etenim si 
data fuisset lex, quae possit viuificare, 
vere ex lege esset iustitia. “Sed con- 
clusit scriptura omnia sub peccatum, 
vt promissio ex fide Iesu Christi dare- 
tur credentibus. 

S Caeterum antequam venisset fi- 
des, sub lege custodiebamur, conclusi 
in eam fidem quae erat reuelanda. 
^ ]taque lex paedagogus noster fuit ad 
Christum, vt ex fide iustificaremur. 
3 At postquam venit fides, non ampli- 
us sub paedagogo sumus. 7 Omnes 
enim filii dei estis, eo quod credidi- 
stis Christo Iesu. "Nam quicunque 
baptizati estis, Christum | induistis. 
?Non est Iudaeus neque Graecus. 
Non est seruus neque liber. Non est 
masculus ac foemina. Omnes enim 
vos vnus estis in Christo Iesu. 
?Quod si vos estis Christi, igitur 


| 21 fuisset B-E: 


esset A | 26 eo quod credidistis B-E: per fidem in A | 28 ac B-E: aut A 


19 intercesoris pecirou (“mediatoris” 1516 
7 Vg). A similar change occurs in vs. 20 and 
also at Hebr. 8,6 (both in 1519). At the three 
remaining N.T. instances of yeoitns, Erasmus 
replaces mediator by conciliator: 1 Tim. 2,5; Hebr. 
9,15; 12,24 (all in 1519). The only classical 
precedent for mediator is found in Apuleius. In 
Annot., Erasmus alludes to the difficulty of 
finding a satisfactory literary alternative for 
this word, which was so familiar to readers of 
the Latin Bible. 


20 Intercessor & ... uecirns (“Mediator” 1516 
= Vg.). See the previous note. 


20 at deus ó 5è Beds ("deus autem” Vg.). See 
on Job. 1,26. Lefèvre put sed deus. 


21 igitur obv ("ergo" Vg.). See on Job. 6,62. Am- 
brosiaster and Lefévre had the same rendering 
as Erasmus. 


21 num est aduersus xat& (“aduersus” Vg.). 
Erasmus expands the wording, to complete the 
grammatical structure. Lefévre had the word- 
order Nunquid igitur lex pro promissis dei est. 

21 promissiones tv. tnayysMæv (“promissa” 
Vg.). See on vs. 14, above, and also on Act. 1,4; 
Rom. 4,20; 9,4. Manetti anticipated this change. 
For Lefévre's rendering, see the previous note. 
21 Etenim si ei y&p (“Si enim" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 3,7. Lefèvre put Nam si. 

21 data fuisset 2566 (“data esset" 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Rom. 4,2. 
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21 possit Suvápevos (“posset” Vg.). The imperfect 
subjunctive of the Vulgate fits better with the 
sequence of tenses used for the surrounding 
verbs. Erasmus' rendering is the same as in 
Ambrosiaster (1492). 


21 &v. This word was omitted in codd. 2815 
and 2816*"4, together with D* F G and about 
twenty later mss. It is inserted before fjv in 
codd. A B C and seven later mss., or after fv 
in 39'6 N. and twenty-four later mss. In placing 
the word after óvrcx, Erasmus follows cod. 
2817, with support from 1, 2105, 2816") and 
more than 520 other mss., commencing with 
De! 0176 (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 3, pp. 146-9). In cod. 2816, the word is 
written above the line of text. Although the 
scribe of this ms. habitually compressed the 
text by writing the last part of a word im- 
mediately above the first part, it was not normal 
for a complete word to be to be written above 
the line of text unless it was a later correction: 
in this instance it seems best to assume that the 
scribe of cod. 2816 originally omitted &v (this 
omission is not noted in Aland, loc. cit). 


22 sub peccatum ST &uaotiav ("sub peccato" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 7,14. 


23 Caeterum antequam venisset Tipo ToO. 6t 
éAGeiv ("Prius autem quam veniret" Vg.). See 
on Gal. 2,12 for antequam venisset, and on Act. 
6,2 for caeterum. Lefèvre had priusquam autem 
veniret. 


23 quae erat reuelanda thy yéAAoucav ... &rro- 
kañupôñvar (“quae reuelanda erat" Vg.). For 
Erasmus' preference for an earlier position for 
sum, see on Rom. 2,27. 

24 ad Christum eis Xprotév ("in Christo" Vg.). 
Erasmus is more accurate here. In Annot., he 
cites Jerome Adv, Pelagianos II, 9, in support 
of his rendering. Some mss. of this work have 
in Christum (as adopted by CCSL 80, p. 66), 
others in Christo (as printed in the 1516 edition 
of Jerome). Lefévre had the same wording as 
Erasmus, while Manetti put zz Christum. 


24 iustificaremur GionoXOcouev. ("iustificemur" 
Vg.). Erasmus’ adoption of the imperfect sub- 
junctive produces a more satisfactory sequence 
of tenses, in agreement with Ambrosiaster (1492): 
see Annot. The same wording appears in the 
Jerome 1516 text (though the Jerome 1516 
lemma has iustificemur), and also in Manetti. 


25 postquam venit thBouons ("vbi venit" Vg.). 
By this change, Erasmus makes clear that the 
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sense is “after faith has come” rather than 
“when faith comes”, as the tense of the Greek 
participle is aorist. 


25 non amplius ovxéni (“iam non" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 6,66. The same substitution was made by 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


25 sub paedagogo sumus Sd vronBoryoyyóv topev 
(“sumus sub paedagogo” Vg.). Erasmus follows 
the Greek word-order more literally, having the 
same rendering as Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 
1516 text and lemma, and also Manetti. 


26 filii viol. The 1516 Greek text substituted 
ol, in conflict with the Latin rendering, and 
contrary to the testimony of virtually all mss. 
This was probably a misprint. 


26 eo quod credidistis Sià TÄS Trio Tecos èv (“per 
fidem quae est in” late Vg. "per fidem in" 
1516). Erasmus somewhat paraphrases the mean- 
ing, by converting noun to verb and removing 
the preposition. The late Vulgate addition of 
quae est is not explicitly supported by the Greek 
mss. The version of Manetti had the same 
rendering as Erasmus’ 1516 edition, together 
with the earlier Vulgate text. Lefévre, with little 
Greek support, had just per fidem, omitting in 
Christo Iesu. 


27 Nam quicunque 6001 yap (“Quicunque 
enim in Christo Iesu" Vg. 1527; "Quicunque 
enim in Christo" Vg. mss.). See on Job. 3,34 for 
nam. Nearly all mss. add els Xpiotdév after 
yóp. In omitting this phrase, Erasmus follows 
cod. 2817. The addition of Jesu in the 1527 
Vulgate column follows the 1514 Froben edition, 
with little support from Greek mss. Both Valla 
Annot. and Manetti proposed in Christum in 
place of in Christo. 


28 ac kai ("neque" Vg.; “aut” 1516). Erasmus’ 
use of ac is more literal: see Annot. 


28 vnus els (^vnum" Vg.). The Vulgate use of 
the neuter gender corresponds with év in codd. 
F G. See Annot. The change to vnus was likewise 
advocated by Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. 


29 Quod si ei Sé (“Si autem" Vg). See on 
Rom. 2,25, and Annot. 


29 vos estis Upeis (“vos” Vg.). Erasmus adds a 
verb, to complete the grammatical structure. 
See Annot. The version of Manetti had the 
word-order vos Christi estis. 


29 igitur &pa (“ergo” Vg.). See on Iob. 6,62. 
Lefévre made the same change. 
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ToO Appaóàp oméppa tote, koi | kar’ 
ErayyeAav KAnpovópot. 


Atyo é, &p' Soov xpóvov ó kAn- 

povdpos vijtrids éotiv, oU8Ev Biag£- 
per SovAou, Küpios Trávrov dv, 7GAAK 
Ute émitpoTrous oT) Kal oikovóuous 
&ypi Tis pobeopias ToU Tratpds. 3o0- 
Twos Kal fjpeis, Ste fjusv virion, Ud và 
oTolyeia ToU kóopou fev SeSouAwpEé- 
voi. *óre SÈ HAGE TÒ TANPA ToU xpó- 
vou, éatréotetAev 6 Beds Tov viov aù- 
TOU, yevópevov ÉK yuvaiKÓs, yevópevov 
Umrd vópov, Siva tous úmò vópov èfa- 
yopdon, iva Ti viobeciav &TroAdBoouev. 
$671 Sé gore viol, EatréoteAev ó eds Td 
Tvea ToU vio atrtot eis Tas KapBias 
Hadv, xp&Zov, ABB, 6 rep. "Gore 
oUkéTi ef SoGAos, GAA’ vióg: ef Sè Uids, 
Kal KAnpovduos Geo Sià Xpic'roU. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Abrahae semen | estis, et iuxta promis- 
sionem haeredes. 


Dico autem, quamdiu haeres puer 

est, nihil differt a seruo, quum sit 
dominus omnium, ?sed sub tutoribus 
et actoribus est vsque ad tempus quod 
pater praescripserit. *Sic et nos quum 
essemus pueri, sub elementis mundi 
eramus, in seruitutem adacti. *At vbi 
venit plenitudo temporis, emisit deus 
filium suum, factum ex muliere, fa- 
ctum legi obnoxium: ‘vt eos qui legi 
erant obnoxii, redimeret: vt adoptione 
ius filiorum acciperemus. $Quoniam 
autem estis filii, emisit deus spiritum 
fili sui in corda nostra clamantem, 
Abba pater. "Itaque iam non es 
seruus, sed filius: quod si filius, et 
haeres dei per Christum. 


46 nuov B-D: uov A E | 7 oukei et B-E (ouk eri e1 B-E): ouk & eri A 


4,2 actoribus B-E: autoribus 4 | 4 legi obnoxium B-E: sub lege A | 5 legi erant obnoxii B-E: 
sub lege erant.4 | adoptione B-E: adoptionem in.4 | 6 nostra B-E: vestra A 


29 Abrahae semen ToO ABpaàp orrépua ("semen 
Abrahae" late Vg., with Vg" (4 mino?), The late 
Vulgate word-order does not seem to have ex- 
plicit support from Greek mss. Erasmus' word- 
ing agrees with the earlier Vulgate, the Jerome 
1516 text and lemma, and the version of 
Lefévre. Ambrosiaster (1492) and Manetti had 
Abrae semen. 


29 et kai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission is 
supported by codd. $ A B C D and a few other 
mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
along with 1, 2105, 2816, and also F G and 
most other mss. The same change was made by 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


29 iuxta kar’ (“secundum” Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 


4,1 quamdiu tq’ 6oov xpóvov (“quanto tem- 
pore” Vg.). See on Rom. 7,1. Erasmus has the 
same rendering as Ambrosiaster. Manetti inser- 
ted quod before quanto. 


1 puer viymos (“paruulus” Vg.). See on Rom. 
2,20; 1 Cor. 13,11, and Annot. 


1 KUpios. By an absurd error, the scribe of cod. 
2815 (or his exemplar) substituted vńmios, in- 
fluenced by the occurrence of that word earlier 
in the sentence. 


2 actoribus olxovépous (“autoribus” 1516). In 
1516 Annot., Erasmus seems to be under the 
impression that autoribus was the original Vulgate 
reading. The version of Manetti had procura- 
toribus, while Lefévre merely transliterated the 
word as oeconorttis. 

2 tempus quod pater praescripserit Tùs YTpoOsoui- 
as ToU Tro pós (“praefinitum tempus a patre" 
Vg.). Erasmus possibly wanted to reserve pragfinio 
for dpife and mpoopiZw, in the sense of mark- 
ing out a boundary of time or purpose, and 
hence preferred praescribo, with the slightly dif- 
ferent meaning of “appoint”: cf. Annot., and 
see also on Rom. 8,29. The rendering of Manetti 
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was preordinationem patris, and of Lefèvre, tempus 
.. praefinitum a patre (placing tempus before 
vsque). 

3 Sic oGtws (“Ita” Vg). See on Rom. 5,21. 
Lefèvre put simili pacto. 


3 pueri viymoi (“paruuli” Vg.). See on Rom. 
2,20; 1 Cor. 13,11, and Annot. 


3 in seruitutem adacti &6ouNoouévos (“seruientes” 
Vg.). Erasmus' rendering represents the Greek 
perfect participle more accurately. See Annot. 
The version of Manetti had seruituti addicti, and 
Lefèvre seruitute astricti. 

4 emisit t&arrécTeiAev (“misit” Vg.). Erasmus 
conveys the sense of the Greek prefix éatr-: 
see Annot., and see further on Act. 11,13. 


4 ysvóuevov (ist.). In Annot., Erasmus refers 
to an alternative reading, yevvcusvov, which 
appears in codd. 1, 2815, 2816 and many other 
late mss. See also Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD 
IX, 4, p. 240, Il. 995-998. 

4 legi obnoxium st} vóuov (“sub lege" 1516 
= Vg). A similar change occurs in vs. 5. See 
on Rom. 3,9. 

5 eos qui legi erant obnoxii tous STO vópov 
(“eos qui sub lege erant" 1516 = Vg.). See the 
previous note. The Latin word-order is unaffec- 
ted by the Greek text. 

5 adoptione ius filiorum tiv vio8eoiav (“adoptio- 
nem filiorum" Vg.; "adoptionem in ius filiorum" 
1516). See on Rom. 8,15, and Annot. The ver- 
sion of Lefévre had just adoptionem, while Ma- 
netti expanded the translation to read adoptionem 
filiorum dei (as used in the late Vulgate at Rom. 
8,15, 23). 

5 aciperemus &rrohGBoouev (“reciperemus” Vg.). 
Cf. on Job. 5,43, and see also Annot. 

6 filii (1st.) vioi ("filii dei" late Vg. and some 
Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate corresponds with 
the addition of 6e0U in codd. D F G. See Annot. 
The same correction was made by Lefévre. 

6 emisit KaméoteiAev (“misit” Vg.). See on 
vs. 4. Manetti put immisit. 

6 nostra hyd ("vestra" 1516 = late Vg.). Eras- 
mus’ advocacy of fjucwv and nostra in Annot., 
from 1516 onwards, is supported by cod. 2105, 
together with P“ N A B C D* F G and a few 
other mss., as well as the earlier Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster and Jerome Comm. In 1527 Annot., 
Erasmus expressed his opinion that the reading 
vestra (and Ouóv) arose from unintentional 
harmonisation with the second-person plural 
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verb, estis (kote), earlier in the sentence. Possibly 
he had not reached this conclusion at the time 
when he prepared his 1516 translation, for this 
left the late-Vulgate use of vestra unchanged, 
and the Greek text of the 1516 edition likewise 
had Wpddv, as in codd. 1, 3, 2815, 2816, 2817, 
along with D°" and most later mss. In 1519, 
Erasmus corrected the Latin translation and 
Greek text to conform with the wording recom- 
mended in Annot. Then in 1535, the Greek 
wording was changed back to óuów, producing 
an inconsistency with the accompanying Latin 
translation. Since there was no corresponding 
change in Annot., it seems probable that the 
substitution of Gydv in 1535 was an unautho- 
rised change by the typesetter. Whether Erasmus 
was correct to prefer fjucv may be questioned. 
Although sudden changes of subject are fairly 
frequent in the Pauline epistles, the particular 
problem of fjuó here is that it places in the 
mouth of the apostle a seemingly illogical 
inference: that because you (the Galatians) are 
sons, therefore God has sent the spirit of his 
son into our hearts. By adopting this reading, 
Erasmus in effect embraces the principle of dif 
ficilior potior, i.e. that the harder reading is more 
likely to be genuine. On the other hand, if 
Ouóv had been the original wording, it could 
easily have been altered into fyddv by scribal 
error, through the accidental change of a single 
letter. 


7 es ef (“est” late Vg. and some Vg. mss., with 
Ve"). The late Vulgate use of the third person, 
est, corresponds with the omission of ef in 
codd. F G and a few other mss., including 
cod. 3: see 1519 Annot. The word-order oùx ef 
&ri 8oUAos in 1516 lacks ms. support and may 
have arisen from a typesetting error (though 
cf. oux ef BoUAos Et1 in cod. 2105). The reading 
es occurs in some Vulgate mss. (with Vg“). 


7 dei per Christum 8co00 &i& XpioToU. ("per 
deum" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects a Greek text 
substituting Sià Oco0, as in P“ N* A B C* 
and one later ms. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, supported by 1 and 2816, with 
Nor Cor D and about 440 later mss. Several 
other variants also exist. His ms. of Theophy- 
lact, cod. 2105, had a longer reading, piv 
coU, evyxAnpovópos 56 XpicToO, with thirty- 
seven other late mss. (see Aland Die Pauli- 
nischen Briefe vol. 3, pp. 150-3). In 1519 Annot., 
Erasmus expressed a preference for the rendering 
used by the Jerome 1516 text, per Christum, and 
suggested that det (Geo) was an interpretative 
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SAAA& tote piv oUK elSdtes Oedv, 
ébouAeUcare Tois pt) qUo&i ooi Oe- 
ois. viv 5E yvdvtTes Otóv, n&AAov BE 
yvoovevtes Ümó Geo, tras émotpé- 
pete TGA émi Ta &cOevf] Kal TTOXA 
otonxeia, ols dA ävwðev Sourcvelv 
0éAeTe; I fuépas rraparnpeio9s Kal uñ- 
vas Kai kaipoùs kal ÉviavToUs. !! po- 
Potuor Upas, prj Tros sik kekoriaka 
tig Ups. 

P[iveg0s cog yo, StI káyo òs 
Uyeis, &SeApoi, Séopar Uydv. oUbÉv pe 
ASikhoate. Poliboare 5$ ST: 5v dobE- 
velav Tis capkós eUnyyediodunv uiv 
TO Tpdtepov. “Kai Tov mepacpóv 


9 posteaquam cognouistis B-E: cognoscentes 4 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Sed tum quidem quum ignoraretis 
deum, seruiebatis iis qui natura non 
sunt dii. *At nunc posteaquam cogno- 
uistis deum, quin potius cogniti estis 
a deo, quomodo conuertimini denuo 
ad infirma et egena elementa, qui- 
bus iterum ab integro seruire vultis? 
Dies obseruatis et menses et tempora 
et annos. !!' Metuo de vobis, ne frustra 
laborauerim erga vos. 

2 Estote vt ego sum, quandoqui- 
dem et ego sum vt vos, fratres, rogo 
vos. Nihil me laesistis. ? Nostis quod 
per infirmitatem carnis euangelizaue- 
rim vobis prius, “et experimentum 


| estis B-E: om. A | 11 ne B-E: ne quo 


modo A | 12 vos, fratres, rogo vos. Nihil B-E: vos. Fratres, rogo vos, nihil 4 | laesistis B-E; 


lesistis 4 


addition. The corresponding Greek variant, 
Sick XpicToD, omitting Geol, is now found in 
only seven late mss. (cf. Aland, Joc. cit.), though 
the Sahidic version supplies corroborative evi- 
dence that this reading existed at an early date. 
Others have viewed 8i& Oc0 as genuine, and 
Geo Sià Xpic ToU as a theologically motivated 
textual alteration. An alternative explanation is 
that 9:00 B1& XpicToU was the original reading, 
and that 0coU was omitted accidentally by a 
careless scribe, thus producing the text which 
Erasmus attributed to Jerome. Further, if an 
early corrector wrote the missing word, o0, 
in the margin of a ms. which had the defective 
shorter text, 81& Xpioroó, a subsequent copyist 
could have misunderstood this as an instruction 
to replace XpicroU by 600, thereby turning 
the phrase into &1& @0U, which became the 
basis of the Vulgate rendering. The existence of 
several variations of wording makes it evident 
that scribes were afflicted by more than one 
kind of error in their transmission of this 
passage. The rendering which Erasmus adopted 
in his continuous text was the same as that of 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


8 tum tote (“tunc” Vg.). See on Job. 11,6. 


8 quum ignoraretis ox elBdtes (“ignorantes” 
Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 1,7. The Jerome 1516 text 


and lemma, and also the version of Lefévre, 
put nescientes. 


8 seruiebatis iis ... dii iBouAeUcarre Tols ... Seois 
("his ... dii, seruiebatis" Vg.). The Vulgate cor- 
responds with the transposition of £5ovAcU- 
cate after 0eois, as in codd. D* F G. For iis, 
see on Rom. 4,12. Some late Vulgate editions 
replace Ais by iis, which Lefèvre adopted in his 
Vulgate column as well as in his own translation, 
though he made the same change as Erasmus 
in moving seruiebatis to the beginning. Manetti 
had Pis ... dit, seruiuistis. 


9 At nunc viv 5E ("Nunc autem" Vg.). See on 
lob. 1,26. Jerome Comm. and Valla Annot. had 
Nunc vero. 

9 posteaquam cognouistis yvóvres (“cum cognoue- 
ritis" Vg.; "cognoscentes" 1516). Erasmus’ impre- 
cise use of the present participle to translate the 
Greek aorist, in 1516, reproduced the render- 
ing of Ambrosiaster (1492), Jerome Comm. and 
Lefèvre. In 1516 Annot., however, he recom- 
mended the wording which he eventually adop- 
ted for the 1519 edition of his Latin translation. 
Another substitution of posteaquam for cum 
occurs at Jac. 1,15. Erasmus used posteaquam 
more often than the Vulgate, as it offered a 
convenient means of converting an inaccu- 
rate present participle into a temporal clause 
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referring to a past action. One ms. of Manetti's 
version (Urb. Lat. 6), apparently through scribal 
error, put cum ignoraueritis. 


9 quin potius cogniti estis yXXXov Bt yvoxoOEvTes 
("immo cogniti sitis" Vg.; "quin potius cogniti" 
1516). See on Rom. 12,19 for quin potius. Erasmus" 
rendering of the participle in 1516 was more 
literal. Although he gave the impression in 


Annot. that he approved of an alternative ren- 
dering, magis autem (offered by Jerome Comm.), 
the wording adopted in his 1516 Latin trans- 
lation was closer to that of Lefévre, who had 
potius vero cogniti. Ambrosiaster and Manetti 
put immo vero cogniti, while Valla Arnot. had 
potius autem cum cogniti sitis. 


9 denuo ... iterum ab integro tów ... THAW 
&vco0ev. ("iterum ... denuo" Vg.). As pointed 
out in Annot., the Vulgate leaves &vwðev un- 
translated. Erasmus also uses ab integro in ren- 
dering &vacraupóc at Hebr. 6,6, replacing 
rursum (before crucifigo). At Le. 1,3 (1516 only), 
he renders &veolev by de integro. See also on Job. 
3,3. Since denuo ab integro would have appeared 
unduly repetitive, he replaced denuo (= de nouo) 
by iterum, and consequently needed to substi- 
tute denuo for iterum earlier in the sentence. 
Manetti put iterum ... rursus, and Lefèvre rursus 
. e sursum, iterum. 


11 Metuo qopoUuoi (“Timeo” Vg). See on 
2 Cor. 11,3. 


11 de vobis Suds (late Vg. omits). The late Vul- 
gate omission is supported by a few late Greek 
mss., among which were codd. 2105 and 2815. 
Erasmus prefers to convey the sense suggested 
by the context, avoiding the literal rendering 
(vos in the earlier Vulgate, or "I am afraid of 
you”). See Annot. The phrase de vobis was also 
used by Jerome Comm. (though the continuous 
text of the Jerome 1516 edition had vos). The 
version of Manetti put autem vos, and Lefévre 
vobis. 


11 ze pr tres (“ne forte" Vg.; “ne quo modo" 
1516). Elsewhere Erasmus usually attempts to 
represent mws by quo modo, qua or quo pacto: 
see on Rom. 11,21. However, he leaves tress 
untranslated at Act. 27,29. At the present passage, 
his 1519 edition has the same rendering as 
Ambrosiaster. Manetti had ne aliquatenus, and 
Lefèvre ne aliquo modo. 


11 frustra eli] (“sine causa” Vg.). See on Rom. 
13,4. Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre had 
the same rendering as Erasmus. 
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11 erga vos eis ops (“in vobis" Vg). Eras- 
mus is more accurate here. For erga, see on 
Act. 3,25. 

12 vt (twice) ds ("sicut" Vg). See on Rom. 
1,21, and Annot. The same change was advocated 
by Valla Annot. and Lefévre. 


12 ego sum ... et ego sum ty ... Kayo (“ego 
... et ego" Vg.). Erasmus adds verbs, for the sake 
of clarity. Lefevre moved et to a later position, 
having vt ego, quia ego vt et vos. 

12 quandoquidem 811 (“quia” Vg). Cf. on 
Rom. 3,30 for Erasmus’ use of quandoquidem 
elsewhere. Manetti put quoniam. 


12 vos fratres rogo vos. Nibil óyeis, &SeAqol, 
Stopar Upddv. oUBÉv (vos. Fratres, obsecro vos: 
nihil” Vg.; “vos. Fratres, rogo vos, nihil” 1516). 
In Annot., Erasmus cites the support of Jerome 
Comm. (which conflicts with the Jerome 1516 
continuous text) for this changed division of 
the sentence. The punctuation of his Greek 
mss. at Basle tends to favour the Vulgate. For 
the replacement of obsecro by rogo, see on 2 Cor. 
5,20. Lefévre followed the Vulgate, except that 
he replaced zihil me laesistis by nulla me iniuria 
affecistis. Manetti put vos fratres deprecor vos in 
nibilo mibi iniuriati estis, without any break of 
punctuation. 


13 Nostis ofSate Sé ("Scitis autem" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 14,14 for the use of zosco. In omitting 
autem, Exasmus was less accurate, possibly influ- 
enced by cod. 2817*, in which &é was originally 
omitted (in common with D* F G and a few 
later mss.). The word was added to this ms. in 
a different, smaller script, earlier than the time 
of Erasmus. Another influence may have been 
Ambrosiaster, who had just scitis. This inconsis- 
tency between Erasmus' Greek and Latin texts 
remained through all five folio editions. 


13 quod .. euangelizauerim OT ... &Unyye- 
AMcáyuny (“quia ... euangelizaui" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 1,20. Manetti and Lefèvre both put quod 
.. euangelizaui, and the same wording appeared 
in the Vulgate lemma of Valla Annot. 

13 prius 16 tTpdtepov (“iam pridem" Vg.) 
Erasmus is more accurate here, giving the sense 
"formerly" or "previously", rather than "long 
ago". This substitution was consistent with Vul- 
gate usage at most other instances of rrpórepov. 
See Annot. The same correction was offered by 
Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefévre. 


14 experimentum tov mepaocpóv ("tentatio- 
nem" Vg). A similar substitution occurs at 
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uou Tov èv Ti) oapki pou, oUk é€- 
ouOevrjcare, oSE e€errtucate, GAA’ 
os dyyedov | 8:00 Séfaoðé ue, 
as Xpiotov ‘Inootv. Bris otv Av 
ó pakapiopes Udy; paptupd yàp 
Üuiv ómi ef Suvatdv, Tots òpðaApoùs 
tudv e€opufavtes Gv ibokaré uoi 
lé dote éxOpds Uudv yfyova &Anbev- 
ov wiv;  "üjnAoUciw Gas oU Kae 
Ads, GAAK éxkAcionn Uyas béAovolv, 
va avtols OndAotte. SkoAóv &è 
TO SnAovobar v KkoAQ Trávrore, Kai 
ut) uóvov v TH trapeivai ye Mmpds 
buds. P rekvía you, ots méáňv &ði- 
vo, axpis oU poppwð XpicTós èv 
Upiv. ? AGeAov È trapeivan pds Üpós 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


mei quod erat in carne mea non estis 
aspernati, | neque respuistis, sed me 
velut angelum dei suscepistis, velut 
Christum lesum. "Quae est igitur 
beatitudo vestra? Testimonium enim 
reddo vobis quod si fieri potuisset, 
oculos vestros effossos dedissetis mihi. 
Igitur inimicus factus sum vobis, 
vera loquendo vobis? "Ambiunt vos 
non bene, imo excludere vos volunt, 
vt ipsos aemulemini. *Bonum autem 
est aemulari in re bona semper, et 
non solum quum praesens sum apud 
vos, Pfilioli mei, quos iterum par- 
turio, donec formetur Christus in vo- 
bis. ? Vellem autem adesse apud vos 


14 mei B-E: meum 4 | mea E: om. A-D | 15 reddo B-E: perhibeo A | 17 Ambiunt B-E: 


Emulantur A 


1 Petr. 1,6; 4,12. Usually Erasmus retains tenta- 
tio because of its well-established meaning in 
Christian usage. Here, experimentum conveys 
the sense of “trial”, rather than a temptation 
to sin. 


14 mei pou ("vestram" Vg.; "neum" 1516). The 
Vulgate reflects the substitution of Uydv, as in 
codd. N * A B C°" D* F G and five later mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported 
by 1, 2105, 2816, with P* C** D! and about 
520 later mss. In cod. 2105, together with N ©" 
and about seventy other mss., the pronoun was 
altogether omitted (see Aland Die Paulinischen 
Briefe vol. 3, pp. 153-6). The textual issue here 
is whether pou (1st.) was a scribal alteration, 
influenced by the presence of pou after capkí, 
or whether Upóv originated as an explanatory 
comment, designed to ensure that pou was 
understood as a subjective genitive ("the trial 
by which I put you to the test"). In 1519, Eras- 
mus preferred the rendering mei, in accordance 
with his later interpretation of the Greek word 
as an objective genitive (i.e. “the trial by which 
Iam tested"), though he acknowledged that the 
Greek was ambiguous: see Annot. The rendering 
proposed by Valla Aznot., Manetti and Lefèvre, 
was meam, agreeing with tentationem. 


14 quod erat tov (Vg. omits). Possibly the 
Vulgate reflects the omission of Tóv (2nd.), 


in company with 33/6 N* A B D* F G and 
six later mss. The text of Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
2816, with N ©" C*id Do and about 590 later 
mss. (cf. Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, 
pp. 153-6). Manetti put que (= quae) est. 


14 Tij. This word was omitted in cod. 2815, 
along with six other late mss. (see Aland Die 
Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, p. 155). 


14 mea pou (omitted in 1516-27 Lat). In 
1516-27, it would seem, Erasmus treated the 
possessive pronoun as superfluous to the sense, 
unless this omission was merely accidental. 

14 estis aspernati Eoutevioate (“spreuistis” Vg.). 
A similar substitution of aspernor occurs at 
1 Thess. 5,20, in accordance with Vulgate usage 


at Lc. 18,9. Erasmus retains sperno for the same 
Greek verb at Le. 23,11; 1 Cor. 16,11. 


14 sed me ... suscepistis UN’ ... EbéGoxo0€ pe ("sed 
... excepistis me" Vg.). Erasmus moves the pro- 
noun to an earlier position, to make the connec- 
tion with angelum more obvious. In rendering 
Séxouan elsewhere, he substitutes excipio for re- 
cipio at Mt. 10,14, and for suscipio (late Vulgate) 
at Col. 4,10, and retains excipio at Lc. 9,11; Job. 
4,45; Act. 21,17; 2 Cor. 7,15; Hebr. 11,31. See 
further on Act. 17,7, 11. In using suscipio here, 
he may have been influenced by Lefévre, who 
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rendered by sed ... me suscepistis. Manetti, using 
the same verb, put sed ... suscepistis me. Valla 
Annot. placed sed excepistis me at the beginning 
of the clause. 


14 velut (twice) as (“sicut” Vg.). See on Rom. 
8,36; 2 Cor. 2,17. Valla Annot. objected that sicut 
made it appear that the Galatians had at one 
time actually received a visitation by an angel 
of God, or by Christ, and he therefore proposed 
velut ot tanquam. Manetti had tanquam ... sicut, 
and Lefèvre quasi ... quasi. 


15 Quae tis ("Vbi" Vg.). The Vulgate followed 
a Greek text substituting TroU, attested by 
PEN A B C F G and a few other mss. Eras- 
mus followed codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816, and also cod. D and most 
other mss. See Annot. The rendering of Erasmus 
was the same as that of Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 


15 igitur oŬv ("ergo" Vg.). See on Job. 6,62. The 
same change was made by Lefèvre. In retaining 
est for fv, Erasmus follows the Vulgate, though 
the latter may reflect a text in which ñv was 
omitted. Cf. Annot. 


15 poxapicuós. Cod. 2815 had the incorrect 
spelling, uakpuopós. 


15 Testimonium ... reddo paptup® (“Testimoni- 
um ... perhibeo" 1516 = Vg.). See on Joh. 5,33. 
Manetti put Testificor, and Lefèvre Testor. 


15 quod &ri ("quia" Vg). See on Job. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefèvre also made this change. 


15 fieri potuisset Suvatóv (“fieri posset" Vg. 
mss.). Erasmus' use of the pluperfect is more 
consistent with the tense of dedissetis. His choice 
of wording is also found in a few Vulgate mss., 
the Froben Vulgate of 1514, the 1527 Vulgate 
column, Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text 
(contrary to Jerome Comm.), and Lefévre. The 
version of Manetti put possibile fuisset. 

15 effossos EoptEavtes (“eruissetis et" Vg.). 
Erasmus wanted to simulate the Greek aorist 
participle, but had to convert active to passive 
in order to do so. His use of effodio was a closer 
equivalent to the Greek verb, meaning "dig 
out” rather than “tear out". Lefèvre put eruentes. 


16 Igitur Go te ("Ergo" Vg.). See on lob. 6,62. 
Manetti had Itaque, and Lefèvre Quo pacto. 


16 factus sum vobis Sudv yéyova ("vobis factus 
sum" Vg.) Erasmus is on this occasion less 
literal in his Latin word-order. Manetti and 
Lefévre both put vester factus sum. 
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16 vera loquendo &Anðevwv (“verum dicens" 
Vg.). By using the plural, vera, Erasmus prevents 
confusion as to whether verum is a noun or a 
conjunction. Further, his use of the gerund, 
loquendo, provided an elegant means of avoiding 
the present participle. For his preference for 
loquor, see on Job. 8,27. The Jerome 1516 text, 
Manetti and Lefèvre had veritatem in place of 
verum (Lefèvre having the word-order veritatem 
vobis dicens). 

17 Ambiunt Gnaotow (“Emulantur” 1516 
7 Vg). In Annot., Erasmus argues that a pe- 
jorative sense is required here (i.e. “they curry 
favour with you”), though this produces an 
inconsistency with the retention of aemulemini 
for the same Greek verb at the end of the sen- 
tence. Lefèvre put Zelum habent ... zelum habeatis. 


17 imo &AAG (“sed” Vg.). See on Act. 19,2. 


17 excludere &«Aeicca. In Annot., Erasmus cites 
the text as &ykAeicon, a variant which occurs 
in a few late mss. 


17 ipsos oxrvous (“illos” Vg.). Erasmus uses the 
reflexive pronoun to refer back to the subject 
of the sentence. See Annot. The versions of 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre put eos. 


18 est aemulari 16 GnAoŬŭoða: ('aemulamini" 
Vg.) The Vulgate reflects the substitution of 
Gndovobe, as in codd. N$ B and a few other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along 
with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as D F G and most 
other mss. A few others, commencing with 
A C 062, have GnAoUc9oi without Tó. See 
Annot. This passage is included in the Loca Ma- 
nifeste Deprauata. The same change was recom- 
mended by Valla Annot., together with est aemu- 
latio as an alternative. Lefévre put est zelatio, 
while offering est autem emulari and est emulatio 
in Comm. The rendering of Manetti was est 
emulari. 


18 re bona koc» (“bono” Vg.). Erasmus adds 
re for the sake of clarity. A comparable change 
occurs in rendering qiA&yo9ov at Tit. 1,8, 
where bonarum rerum studiosum replaces beni- 
gnum. See Annot. 


18 solum uóvov (“tantum” Vg.). See on Rom. 
4,16, and Annot. The rendering of Erasmus is 
the same as that of Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


20 adesse trapeivan (“esse” Vg.). Erasmus seeks 
to convey more literally the sense of the Greek 
prefix, tap-. See Annot. This change was anti- 
cipated by Manetti. Ambrosiaster (1492) and 
Lefèvre had praesens esse. 
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&pri, Kai GAAGEa thy qovüv pou, 
óri &tropotpar v úpīv. 

? Aéyeré uoi of Umd vópov ĝt- 
Aovtes elvai, TÓv vópov ovK ókoutrTs; 
Zytyporro: yàp óm ABpacy Svo 
uioUs goyev, Eva ek Tts maions, 
Kal Eva èk Ts eAeudépas. AAA’ 6 
piv k Tfjg Ta8ioKkns, Kata odpKa 
yeyfvv]rar ó è k Tis eAeubépas, 
Sik Tfjg èmayyeàias. “tive otv 
GAANyopoupeva. atta yap eioi úo 
S1a0Tjkoi, pia pév dd Spous iva, 
eis Sovaciav yevvdoa, itis éotiv 
"Ayap 1d yàp '"Ayap, Ziv& dpos 
éotiv ¿v ti} ApaBig, cvototyet &è 


Tj viv ‘lepovooAty, Sourever 5 
perà TOv Tékvov av|tis. i Bi 
&vo  'lpoucoArjg, eAevOépa — &oTív, 
fitis ori pntnp  móvrov uv. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


nunc, et mutare vocem meam, quo- 
niam consilii inops sum in vobis. 

^ Dicite mihi qui sub lege vul- 
tis esse, legem ipsam non auditis? 
2Scriptum est enim quod Abraham 
duos filios habebat, vnum ex ancil- 
la, et vnum ex libera. ?Verum is qui 
ex ancilla natus est, secundum car- 
nem natus est: qui vero ex libera per 
repromissionem, ™quae per allego- 
riam dicuntur. Nam haec sunt duo 
testamenta, vnum quidem a monte 
Sina, in seruitutem generans, qui 
est Agar: *nam Agar, Sina mons 
est in Arabia, confinis est autem 
ei, quae nunc vocatur | Hierusalem: 
seruit autem cum filiis suis. At 
quae sursum est Hierusalem, libera 
est, quae est mater omnium nostrum. 


24 yevvwoa A (B) C-E: ywvewou B* (ex) | 26 nuov B-E: upov A 


20 consilii inops sum C-E: inopiam patior A B | 23 repromissionem B-E: promissionem A 


20 nunc &pmi (“modo” Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 16,7, 
and Annot. The use of nunc also occurred in 
Ambrosiaster (1492), with the word-order nunc 
apud vos. 


20 consilii inops sum &vropoOuon (“confundor” 
Vg.; "inopiam patior" 1516-19). The rendering 
of 1516-19 was influenced by Jerome Comm. 
(“non tam confusionem ... quam indigentiam 
et inopiam sonat"). In 1522, Erasmus decided 
that the Greek verb had more to do with men- 
tal perplexity than financial distress: see Annot. 
The expression inops consilii was used by Livy 
and Tacitus. See also on 2 Cor. 4,8. Lefévre put 
indigeo esse. 


21 legem ipsam tov vóyov ("legem" Vg.). Eras- 
mus adds the reflexive pronoun, to mark the 
additional emphasis implied by the repetition 
of vópos. 


21 auditis &xovete ("legistis" Vg.). The Vulgate 
partly corresponds with &veryiwcoxere in codd. 
D (F G) and a few later mss., though the perfect 
tense of the Vulgate would appear to require 
évéyvoote (as at Mt. 12,3, 5; 19,4 and elsewhere). 
The Vulgate reading (and its Old Latin source) 


may reflect assimilation of the verb to the pre- 
ceding mention of legem, in which case the 
variant &vayivcockere could have originated 
as an attempt to retranslate from the Latin. 
Cf. Annot. Both Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same correction as Erasmus. 


22 quod 6&1 (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20. 
The same change, again, was made by Manetti 
and Lefévre. 


22 babebat toyev ("habuit" Vg.). Either render- 
ing is legitimate, though the Vulgate gives a 
more literal rendering of the Greek aorist at 
this point. 

22 e (twice) èk (“de” Vg.). See on Job. 2,15. 
Lefévre made the same change (cf. Ambrosiaster, 
a... de). 

23 Verum &AN ("Sed" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 
23 is qui 6 uév (“qui” Vg.). Erasmus’ insertion 
of is provides an antecedent for qui. In leaving 
u£v untranslated, he follows the Vulgate, though 
the latter may reflect the omission of this par- 
ticle, as in 385 B. The version of Lefèvre added 
quidem after ancilla (cf. Ambrosiaster, Sed quidem 


qui). 
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23 ex (twice) èk (“de” Vg.). See on Job. 2,15. 
Lefévre also made this change. 


23 natus est (1st.) (Vg. omits). Erasmus adds 
these words to complete the sense. 


23 vero 5é (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 


23 repromissionem ijs trary yea (“promissio- 
nem" 1516). See on Gal. 3,18. In 1519, Erasmus 
restores the Vulgate wording. Manetti anticipa- 
ted the change made by Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


24 per allegoriam dicuntur totw &AATYOPOU- 
eva ("sunt per allegoriam dicta" Vg.). Erasmus 
attempts to convey the meaning of the Greek 
present participle more precisely. See Annot. 


24 Nam baec aŭtor yap ("Haec enim” Vg.). 
See on Job. 3,34. Manetti put [psa enim. 


24 a émó (“in” late Vg). Erasmus is more 
accurate here, agreeing with the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text and lemma, 
and also Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. See Annot. 
The version of Manetti put ex. 


24 ytvvGca. Some copies of the 1519 edition 
(p. 409, line 6) have yvvedoa, a misprint. 
However, the errata list of the same edition 
cites the correction yevvoa for line 6 of 
p. 429, where it would form an ungrammati- 
cal substitute for yevéoOou at Phil. 3,21. This 
confusion in turn led to the insertion of the 
false reading ytvvóoooi in the margins of the 
1522-35 editions at the latter passage, without 
any ms. support. 


24 qui tyris "quae" Vg). Erasmus’ Latin version, 
questionably, makes the relative pronoun agree 
with the masculine gender of monte Sina (pous 
2iv&). In the Greek text, however, the pronoun 
is feminine in gender, and agrees either with 
pia (B108fjkn understood) or with BovuAeia. 
The Vulgate takes the pronoun as applying 
only to seruitutem (BouAsio). See Annot. The 
rendering adopted by Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot. 
and Lefèvre was quod, linking ?jrig with pia 
(and referring back to testamentum). 


25 nam Agar, Sina tò yup "Ayap, 2w& 
(“Sina enim" Vg). The Vulgate corresponds 
with tò yàp Ziv, omitting "Ayap, as in 
codd. N C F G and eleven later mss. Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 
1, 2105, 2816, with cod. 062 and about 540 
later mss. A further variant, TO 56 "Ayap 
Ziwá, is found in thirty-one other mss., com- 
mencing with codd. A B D, and also tò 5& 
Zea in P“ (cf. Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
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vol. 3, pp. 159-61). See Arnot. It would appear 
that the resemblance of yóp and "Ayap led to 
the omission of the latter word, through the 
scribal error of homoeoteleuton. For nam, see 
on Job. 3,34. Valla Annot. and Manetti made 
the same change as Erasmus. Lefèvre put hoc 
enim est Agar (Sina ...). 

25 confinis est autem ouo Toii Sé (“qui coniunc- 
tus est" Vg.). The Vulgate rendering is partly 
supported by cuvootyoüca in cod. D*, and 
fj cuvo roryoUca in codd. F G, all three omit- 
ting 5é, but most other mss. agree with Erasmus’ 
text. In 1535 Annot., he indicates that he has 
drawn confinis from Jerome Comm. The word- 
ing of Valla Annot. was qui coniunctum est, in 
conflict with his accompanying citation of 
the Greek text. Manetti had Coniungitur autem 
(cf. the 1492 Ambrosiaster edition, qui coniun- 
gitur), and Lefèvre et diuergit. 


25 quae nunc vocatur TÑ viv (“quae nunc est” 
Vg.). Either rendering is legitimate, though the 
Vulgate is more consistent with the parallel 
clause in vs. 26, quae sursum est. 


25 seruit autem SouAeUe 5€ ("et seruit" Vg.). 
The Vulgate use of et lacks explicit Greek 
ms. support. In many mss., commencing with 
38'6N A B C D* F G 0261, 8é is replaced by 
yap. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
along with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as D^?" 062 
and most later mss. The same change was made 
by Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 


26 At quae % 5€ (“Illa autem quae" Vg.). The 
Vulgate use of ila, though not strictly necessary, 
provided a more pointed contrast with ei quae 
in vs. 25. For at, see on Job. 1,26. Valla Annot. 
put alterum vero, and Lefèvre alterum autem. 


26 omnium nostrum Téevtwv hydv (“nostra” 
Vg.). The Vulgate reflects the omission of trdév- 
Tov, as in P“ N * B C* D FG and a few other 
mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
supported by 1, 2105, 2816, with X ©" A Cer 
0261"4 and most later mss. Although the word 
TrávTOv has sometimes been condemned as a 
scribal insertion, it could be argued that it has 
the merit of being a lectio difficilior. Since the 
apostle has been describing two distinct groups 
of people, i.e. those who are in bondage to the 
law and those who believe the gospel, the word 
Tr&vTcov. (“all”) is capable of being misunder- 
stood to apply to both of these categories 
jointly. An ancient corrector of the text might 
therefore have wished to delete Tr&vrow, to 
make it clearer that ñpæv relates only to 
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7yéypanta yap, Eùppávðnti ote- 
pa fj oU Tíkrouca, $ñfov Kai Bénoov 
fj ouk o6ívouca, STI TOAAG TÈ TÉK- 
va Tis Epfjuou pňov f| Tfj; Exovons 
tov &v5pa. *thyeis 5é, &5eApol, xarà 
"load étrayyedias Tékva éopév. 2 AX? 
ÓgTrp Tote Ó KaTa oápka yevvnels, 
éSiwKe TÓv KaT& mveŭpa, OUTS koi 
viv. PAAA Th Aye fj ypaph; “ExBa- 
Ae thy Trodiokny Kai Tov vidv avtiis: 
oj yap ut KAnpovoutjon ó uids Tis 
Traidiokns peT ToU uioù Tfjg EAeuOÉ- 
pas. ?'&pa, àbeEAqol, otk éopév mai- 
Sioxns Tékva, &AA& Ts EAcUBEpas. 


Tij &Xeu8epla: otv fj Xpiotòs fju&s 
TAeubépwoe, OTHKETE, Kal ur) TAI 
Guy& BouAsias évéyeode. 7 18e ty% Maŭ- 
Aos Aéyw Uyiv Sti édv trepitépvnode, 
XpicTós was oùðèv apeAtioe:. 3 pap- 
TUpopar 85& TráAwv mavti Av6porro 


30 KAnpovoynon B-E: KAnpovounoe 4 
5,1 nAeu8epoos B-E: cAeubepwoev A 


27 Laetare B-E: Letare A 


believers, and that they alone have access to 
the heavenly Jerusalem. The reading vrávrow 
Uuóv in 1516 is probably a printer's error, as 
it is in conflict with Erasmus' usual mss. and 
with his Latin translation, which had the same 
wording as Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 
27 Scriptum est enim yéypamtaı yap (“sicut 
scriptum est" Vg. 1527) The 1527 Vulgate 
column, which follows the wording of the 1514 
Froben Vulgate, lacks Greek ms. support. Eras- 
mus' rendering agrees with the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text, Manetti 
and Lefévre (both columns). 

27 quoniam öm (“quia” Vg.). See on Rom. 8,21. 
Manetti anticipated this change. 

27 liberi và tékva (“filii” Vg.). A similar sub- 
stitution occurs at Mt. 18,25; Mc. 10,29-30; 
12,19; Lc. 18,29; Eph. 6,4; Col. 3,21; 1 Tim. 
3,4, 12; 5,4; Tit. 1,6, and also in rendering 
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TScriptum est enim: Laetare sterilis 
quae non paris, erumpe et clama quae 
non parturis, quoniam multi liberi 
desertae, magis quam eius quae habet 
virum. ?Nos autem fratres secundum 
Isaac promissionis filii sumus. ” Sed 
quemadmodum tunc is qui secundum 
carnem natus erat persequebatur eum, 
qui natus erat secundum spiritum, ita 
et nunc. At quid dicit scriptura? 
Eiice ancillam et filium illius: non 
enim haeres erit filius ancillae cum 
filio liberae.  ?'Itaque fratres, non 
sumus ancillae filii, sed liberae. 


In libertate igitur qua Christus nos 
liberauit, state, et ne rursus iugo 
seruitutis implicemini. ?Ecce ego Pau- 
lus dico vobis, quod si circuncida- 
mini, Christus nihil vobis proderit. 
3Contestor autem omnem hominem 


&rekvos at Le. 20,29-30, texvoyovia at 1 Tim. 
2,15, tekvoyovéo at 1 Tim. 5,14, and piAdtekvos 
at Tit. 2,4. The only N.T. passage where the 
Vulgate (or rather the late Vulgate) uses /iberi 
for "children" is at Lc. 20,28, though the word 
is frequent in the Vulgate O.T. The advantage 
of this word is that it included both male 
and female, whereas filii was more likely to be 
understood as meaning "sons". 


29 quemadmodum &onep (“quomodo” Vg.). 
Erasmus similarly replaces quomodo with quem- 
admodum at Rom. 6,4. See further on Rom. 1,13. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 


29 natus erat (1st.) yevvnSels ("natus fuerat" 
Vg.). In his treatment of zascor, Erasmus tends 
not to follow his otherwise frequent preference 
for constructing perfect and pluperfect tenses 
from fui and fueram. Cf. Mt. 2,2, where he at 
first changes zatus est to natus fuit in 1516-19, 


EPISTOLA AD GALATAS 4,27-5,3 


and then in 1522 reverts to the Vulgate ren- 
dering. 

29 eum, qui natus erat tóv (“eum qui” Vg.) 
Erasmus repeats the verb, to complete the 
sense. 


30 At &XX& ("Sed" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,2. 
30 ilius aùtňs (“eius” Vg). The change of 
pronoun was scarcely necessary, except for 


stylistic variety after eum in vs. 29. Manetti put 
suum. 


30 KAnpovoution. The spelling kAnpovoptjoel, 
adopted in 1516, has support from P“ N B 
D H 0261*4 and some later mss., including 
codd. 3, 69, 2105. Whether it was deliberately 
chosen by Erasmus, or was an alteration made 
by the typesetter, is impossible to determine. 
In 1519, he corrected it to KAnpovoytjon, as 
in codd. 1, 2815, 2816, 2817 and most other 
mss., commencing with A C F G 062. 


30 liberae ijs &AeuOEpass. In Annot., Erasmus 
cites an alternative reading, meo Isaac, from 
Ambrosiaster and the Jerome 1516 text, corre- 
sponding with you 'loaóx in codd. D* F G. 
In 1519 Annot., he further voices a suspicion 
that his Greek mss., together with the Vulgate, 
were incorrect on this point, because of an 
apparent discrepancy with Gn. 21,10. Then in 
1535, he decided that the apostle must have 
chosen to paraphrase the sense of the O.T. pas- 
sage ("contentus suis verbis scripturae sensum 
reddere"). In view of the paucity of ms. support 
for uou 'Icaóx, it seems probable that this read- 
ing arose from harmonisation with the parallel 
passage from Genesis. 


5,1 In libertate igitur qua Tt, tAcubepig oov 1j 
(“qua libertate" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects the 
omission of oŬv, as in cod. D and about twenty 
later mss. About forty other mss., commencing 
with N A B C F G (H 062), place oóv after 
ott«ete. Others have ov in both places. In 
N ABC D* H 062 and more than eighty later 
mss., including cod. 2815, 4 is also omitted. 
Erasmus follows cod. 2817, along with 1°", 
2105, 2816 and about 480 other late mss. (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, pp. 161-9). 
See Annot. The addition of iz, though not 
strictly required by the Greek text, was appro- 
priate to the following verb, state. Valla Annot. 
and Manetti proposed Libertate ergo qua, and 
Lefévre Ea ergo im libertate qua. 


1 Christus nos Xpic Tos fju&s ("nos Christus" 
Vg. mss.). The earlier Vulgate word-order, zos 
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Christus, is supported by codd. N* A B D* 
F G 062 and five other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, with 1, 2105, 2816, and 
also N^" C D" H and about 530 other 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, 
pp. 161-9). See Annot. Erasmus’ rendering agrees 
with Jerome Comm., Valla Annot., Lefèvre (both 
columns), and the 1491 Froben Vulgate. It 
would also appear that Christus nos was the in- 


tended wording of Manetti, though both mss. 
of his version exhibit corrections at this point. 


1 HAcubépwoe. The spelling £Aeuépooov, prin- 
ted in the 1516 Greek text, was also found in 
Valla Annot., with support from codd. C* H 
and a few later mss., including codd. 1 and 69, 
but was not adopted in Annot. 


1 ne.. implicemini ph ... tvéxecde ("nolite ... 
contineri” Vg.). Erasmus finds a verb with a 
more pejorative connotation (“do not entangle 
yourselves”). See Annot. For the avoidance of 
nolo, see on Rom. 11,18. Manetti put ze .. 
contineamini, and Lefèvre ne ... detinemini. 


1 rursus r&Nw (“iterum” Vg.). See on Joh. 9,9. 
Lefévre made the same change. Manetti retained 
iterum, but transposed it after seruitutis. 


2 quod 6&1 (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Iob. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same substitu- 
tion. 

2 nihil vobis Spas oùðév ("vobis nihil” Vg.). 
The Vulgate is more literal as to the word- 
order. Manetti and Lefèvre again made the 
same change as Erasmus, except that Lefévre 
put nichil for nihil. 


3 Contestor ... omnem bominem yaprópouyon ... 
mavti dvOpetre (“Testificor ... omni homini" 
Vg. This change is consistent with Vulgate 
usage at Act. 20,26, and agrees with the Jerome 
1516 text and lemma (differently worded in 
Comm.). Erasmus also substitutes contestor in 
rendering the compound form of the verb, 
&iüiaprópouot, at 2 Tim. 2,14. See further on 
Iob. 1,7. Lefèvre replaced testificor with testor. 


3 autem BE HAW (autem rursus" late Vg.). 
Erasmus leaves tóv untranslated, possibly 
influenced by the omission of that word in 
cod. 2105, in company with D* F G and a few 
later mss. It was similarly omitted by Ambro- 
siaster and Jerome Comm., whereas the early 
Vulgate had autem rursum. There is no reference 
to this point in Annot. The discrepancy between 
the Greek and Latin columns remained through 
all five folio editions. 
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Treprreuvopévo, OT: ógeAéTns éoTív, 
ddAov tov vóygov Trorfjcon. — *kornp- 
yüfmre é&mró ToU XpicToU0, oitives èv 
vóu% BSixcioto8e, tis xóprros eerré- 
cere. peñs yao mvevpatıi èk Trí- 
otews Armida BikoiocUvns åtmekõexó- 
meða. Sty yàp Xplore 'IncoU, otte 
mepitouń T1 ioygůs, otte åkpoßu- 
cTía, &AA& Trííorig BY à&yémns vep- 
youuévn. 7étpéyete kaAGg Tis ÚpÕŞ 
&vékoye, Tij GAnbeia pt Treí8sc901; 
54 Tmecpovi ovK | èk ToU koAo0v- 
Tos Üp&s. ?yikp& QUun ÓAov TO pú- 
papa Jupoi. Méyds trétroiba eis Gas 
èv kupi, 6T1 oùèv GAAO HpovtjoeTe. 
ó 8 Tapáccov Upds BPactdos TÒ 
Kpipa, dotis àv Tj. Vey 66, &beA- 
poi, ef Teprrogíjv ëTi knpuooco, Ti 
tri SiwKopat; apa KatTHpyntar TÒ 
ckáv5baAov ToU otaupot. égedov 
Koi d&troxéyovtat of d&vaotatotvtes 
Uns. 


5,3 qui circunciditur B-E (qui circüciditur B-E): circücidentem se A | 
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qui circunciditur, quod debitor est to- 
tius legis seruandae. “Christus vobis 
factus est ociosus, quicunque per le- 
gem iustificamini, a gratia excidistis. 
*Nos enim spiritu ex fide, spem iu- 
stitiae expectamus. Nam in Christo 
Iesu, neque circuncisio quicquam va- 
let, neque praeputium, sed fides per di- 
lectionem operans. "Currebatis bene: 
quis vos impediuit, vt non crederetis 
veritati? * Nempe persuasio non ex eo 
profecta, qui vocat | vos. *?Paulum 
fermenti totam conspersionem fermen- 
tat "Ego confido de vobis in do- 
mino, quod nihil aliud sensuri sitis. 
Caeterum qui conturbat vos, portabit 
iudicium, quisquis fuerit. "Ego au- 
tem fratres, si circuncisionem adhuc 
praedico, quid adhuc persequutionem 
patior? Abolitum est igitur offendicu- 
lum crucis. ? Vtinam et abscindantur 
qui vos labefactant. 


4 per legem B-E: 


in lege A | 8 profecta B-E: om. A | 9 conspersionem C-E: massam A B | 11 offendi- 


culum B-E; scandalum 4 


3 qui circunciditur vreprreuvou£voo (“circunciden- 
ti se" Vg.; "circuncidentem se" 1516). Erasmus 
prefers to take the Greek participle in a passive 
sense: see Annot. The 1516 rendering is the 
same as that of Jerome Comm. Both Manetti 
and Lefévre had circunciso. 


3 quod tı (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Iob. 1,20. 
The same change was made by Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


3 totius Sov (“vniuersae” Vg.). See on Act. 
5,34. Manetti replaced vninersae legis faciendae 
with totam legem seruare. 


6 


3 seruandae voco (“faciendae” Vg.). For 
Erasmus’ avoidance of facio, see on Iob. 3,21; 
7,19. Lefévre put adimplendae. For Manetti's 
rendering, see the previous note. 


4 Christus vobis factus est ociosus «ocrpyenyre 
émó ToU XpicToU (“Euacuati estis a Chris- 
to" Vg.). Erasmus paraphrases the meaning, to 


produce a more intelligible wording. The Vulgate 
expression was seriously misleading, as it was 
liable to be misunderstood as saying, "you have 
been emptied by Christ". See Annot., and see 
further on Rom. 6,6. Manetti's version had 
Euacuati estis, omitting a Christo. Lefèvre replaced 
euacuati with soluti. 


4 quicunque oitiwes ("qui^ Vg.). Where dots 
means “whoever”, Erasmus elsewhere generally 
prefers quisquis rather than quicunque, though 
he regarded these pronouns as interchangeable: 
see on Joh, 4,14; 14,13. 


4 per legem tv vóu ("in lege" 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,17. 


4 iEemécere. This spelling comes from cod. 
2817, along with cod. 2105, and also D°™ and 
many later mss. In codd. 1, 2815, 2816 and 
many other mss., commencing with P* N A 
B C D*, it is i£erécare. 
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6 quicquam i ("aliquid" Vg). See on Rom. 
15,18. Lefévre made the same change. 

6 per dilectionem operans BY &y&mmgs évep- 
youpévn (“quae per charitatem operatur" Vg.). 
Erasmus is more literal in rendering the Greek 
participle. Cf. Annot. For dilectio, see on Iob. 
13,35. Lefèvre put quae per dilectionem operatur. 
7 impediuit &vékows ("fascinauit" Annot., lem- 
ma). The reading fascinauit occurs in a few 
Vulgate mss., though not in the 1527 Vulgate 
column or the 1491 and 1514 Froben Vulgates. 
It has little support from Greek mss., and was 
indubitably a harmonisation with Gal. 3,1, 
where fascinauit represented a different Greek 
verb, Bdoxave. See Annot. The spelling á&vé- 
Kowe(v) was derived from cod. 2817, with 
virtually no other ms, support. Nearly all mss. 
have évéxowe(v), as correctly cited by Erasmus 
in Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 198, 
1l. 595-604. This word was also spelled évéxowev 
in the 1522-35 editions of Annot., in Erasmus’ 
note on Gal. 3,1. However, &véxowe remained 
in his N.T. text, and became part of the Textus 
Receptus. 


7 vt non crederetis veritati ti GAnPeig pt TrelGe- 
oon ("veritati non obedire" Vg.). Erasmus’ ren- 
dering avoids the infinitive, and is less literal as 
to the word-order. For the substitution of credo, 
see on Gal. 3,1. The late Vulgate further adds 
Nemini consenseritis, with little support from 
Greek mss. See Annot. This passage is accordingly 
listed in the Quae Sint Addita. The extra two 
words were deleted by Valla Annot., Manetti 
and Lefèvre. Valla proposed either veritati obedire 
(treating zon as superfluous after impediuit) or 
quo minus veritati obediretis, and also suggested 
replacing obedire with persuaderi. Lefèvre put 
non suaderi veritate, as at Gal. 3,1, while Manetti 
had ne veritati obediretis (which in Urb. Lat. 6 
became ne veritati impediretis obediretis). 


8 Nempe persuasio À revo yov ("Persuasio haec" 
late Vg. and a few Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate 
addition of baec is not explicitly supported by 
Greek mss. For Erasmus' use of nempe, see on 
Rom. 1,32, and Annot. This passage is listed in 
the Quae Sint Addita. The earlier Vulgate and 
Manetti had Persuasio, and Lefèvre suasio, all 
omitting haec (cf. Ambrosiaster, suasio vestra). 

8 ex eo profecta, qui & TOU (“est ex eo qui” Vg; 
"ex eo qui" 1516). For Erasmus’ use of proficiscor 
with abstract nouns, see on 1 Cor. 15,10. See 
also Annot. The version of Lefévre replaced est 


with fuit. 
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9 Paulum fermenti yxpà Cun (“Modicum 
fermentum" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 5,6. 

9 conspersionem TÒ pupapa ("massam" 1516-19 
= Vg.). See ibid. In Annot., Erasmus cites Jerome 
Comm. as his source for conspersionem, though 
this rendering was also used by Valla Annot. 
and Lefévre Comm. 

9 fermentat Gupoi (“corrumpit” Vg.). The Vulgate 
corresponds with 6oAoi in cod. D*. Erasmus 
again follows Jerome Comm., as at 1 Cor. 5,6: 
see ad loc., and see also Annot. The same change 
was proposed by Valla Arnot. 

10 de vobis cis Spas (“in vobis" Vg.). See on 
2 Cor. 10,16. This change was anticipated by 
Manetti. 

10 sensuri sitis ppovicete (“sapietis” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 8,5. In Annot., Erasmus cites sentietis 
from “Ambrose” (i.e. Ambrosiaster); this was 
also the rendering of Lefèvre. 

10 Caeterum qui 6 5€ (“Qui autem” Vg.). See 
on Act. 6,2. Lefèvre put Quicunque, leaving 56 
untranslated. 

10 quisquis SoTig Gv ("quicunque" Vg.). See 
on Job. 14,13. 

10 fuerit Ņ (“est ille" Vg.). Erasmus gives a 
mote accurate translation of the Greek subjunc- 
tive, having the same wording as Ambrosiaster. 


In Annot., he mentions sit as an alternative. 
Manetti and Lefévre both had zs sit. 


11 Abolitum est igitur &pa xatipyntai (“Ergo 
euacuatum est” Vg.). See on Rom. 6,6 for aboleo, 
and on Job. 6,62 for igitur. In Annot., Erasmus 
also recommends Ergo cessauit, which he cites 
from Jerome. The wording of the Jerome 1516 
text is “Ergo euacuatum est (siue vt in graeco 
melius habet, cessauit)”, interrupting the con- 
tinuous text by a comment. Lefévre put Ergo 
sublatum est. 


11 offendiculum Tò oxdvBadrov (“scandalum” 
1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 9,33. 


12 et xai (omitted in Vg. 1527 and Annot., 
lemma). The late Vulgate omission, also seen 
in the Froben editions of 1491 and 1514, 
has little support from Greek mss. See Annot. 
The correction made by Erasmus agrees with 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster (1492), the 
Jerome 1516 text and lemma, the Vulgate lem- 
ma of Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre (both 
columns). 


12 qui ... labefactant oi &vacrorroUvres (“qui 
-.. conturbant" Vg.). Erasmus distinguishes more 
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B'Vueis yàp èm’ EAeuOepiav &xAn- 
Oryre, G&SeApoi: pdvov pn Tüv éAeu- 
Bepiav eis dpopytv Tfj capKi, àAAà 
Sik Tfjg é&yéámns SouAevete AA- 
Aois. M6 yàp mas vdyos iv évi 
Adyw tAnpotta, èv rH, Ayamh- 
oss Tov TÀnciov cou as éauTóv. 
Bei Sè AXXAous SdKvete Kal kat- 
coiere, BAémete pÀ UTS &XMov 
&votÀcoO iTe. Ayo) BÉ, TvEevOTI 
Trepitrateite, Koi émGupiav ocapKds 
ov pt TeAéonre. YA yàp oóp£ 
émiOupsei xarà ToU tTrvevpatos, TÒ 
öt TveUpa KaT& Tis capkós. taŭ- 
ta è dvtikertar GAAAoIs, Iva pt 
à &v O€Ante, ToUTa morte. el 
$E mveúparıi cyeobe, otk otè ÚTmÒ 
vópov. “oavepd 86 tot: Ta Épya 


13 prius eAeuOspiav A C-E: eAevOepi B 


13 detis B-E (ital): detis A (rom.) | 
tunm A (exc) | 17 mutuo B-E: om. A 


clearly between àvaotatów and roapáoco, 
which was rendered by conturbo in vs. 10. See 
Annot., where Erasmus also gives a statu demouent 
as a literal rendering. For his use of labefacto 
(“undermine”, or “unsettle”), see further on 
Act, 15,24, Valla Annot. proposed qui ... com- 
mouent or de statu submouent, while Lefévre had 
it qui disturbant. 

13 libertatem (1st.) &xeu8epiav. This Greek spel- 
ling, which forms an accusative rather than 
a dative, was derived from cod. 2817, sup- 
ported by only a few other late mss., though 
these may reflect the influence of the Vul- 
gate. Erasmus temporarily corrected it in 1519, 
into the better attested tAev@epia, suppor- 
ted by codd. 1, 3, 2105, 2815, 2816 and most 
other mss, but he reverted once more to 
EAev8epiav in 1522. Valla Annot. and Manetti 
both recommended /ibertate, corresponding with 
EAeu8epía. 

13 vocati fuistis &hrj9ryre ("vocati estis" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 4,2. 
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PVos enim in libertatem vocati 
fuistis fratres, tantum ne libertatem in 
occasionem detis carni, sed per charita- 
tem seruite vobis inuicem. ^ Nam tota 
lex in vno verbo completur, nempe 
hoc: Diliges proximum tuum vt te 
ipsum. P Quod si alius alium vicis- 
sim mordetis et deuoratis, videte ne 
vicissim alius ab alio consumamini. 
1 Dico autem, spiritu ambulate, et 
concupiscentiam carnis non perficie- 
tis. "Nam caro concupiscit aduer- 
sus spiritum, spiritus autem aduersus 
carnem. Haec autem inter se mu- 
tuo aduersantur, vt non quaecunque 
volueritis, eadem faciatis. — '* Quod 
si spiritu ducimini, non estis sub 
lege. "Porro manifesta sunt opera 


14 completur B-E: impletur Æ | tuum A (exc) B-E: 


13 detis. The Vulgate rendering (though not 
the word-order) corresponds with the addition 
of Sate after capkí in codd. F G. It seems 
probable that this Greek variant owed its origin 
to the influence of an Old Latin source, ampli- 
fying the meaning of a typical ellipsis in the 
Greek wording. While retaining the Vulgate in- 
terpretation of this point, Erasmus placed the 
word in smaller type in the 1519 edition of his 
Latin translation, to show that it was not ex- 
plicitly supported by his Greek text. As else- 
where, the smaller type was changed into italics 
in 1535. In Annot., Erasmus objected to the 
proposal of Valla Annot. to replace the verb by 
seruiatis. This passage is mentioned in the Quae 
Sint Addita. 


13 carni Tij capki ("carnis" Vg). The Vul- 
gate genitive corresponds with Tfj; capkós in 
cod. D*. See Annot. The correction made by 
Erasmus agrees with the Jerome 1516 text and 
lemma, and also Valla Arnot., Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 
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13 charitatem vis &y&nns ("charitatem spi- 
ritus" late Vg). The 1527 Vulgate column 
further substituted seruire for seruite, following 
the Froben Vulgates of 1491 and 1514. The late 
Vulgate addition of spiritus, influenced by Old 
Latin sources, corresponds with the addition 
of ToU TrveUparros in codd. D* F G (though 
these mss. also substituted Tfj &yám for 51% 
TÄS &yé&mn;s). See Annot. In omitting spiritus, 
Erasmus’ rendering agrees with the earlier Vul- 
gate, the Jerome 1516 text and lemma, the 
Vulgate lemma of Valla Annot., and the ver- 
sions of Manetti and Lefévre. In Ambrosias- 
ter and Lefèvre, charitatem was replaced by 
dilectionem. 


13 vobis inuicem &XAM)Ao1s ("'inuicem" Vg). See 
on Toh. 4,33. Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre had the 
same wording as Erasmus. 

14 Nam tota 6 yàp más ("Omnis enim" Vg.). 
See on Job. 3,34 for nam, and on Toh. 8,2 for 
totus. Lefévre put Nam omnis. 


14 verbo Ady (“sermone” Vg.). See on Job. 
1,1. Erasmus uses the same rendering as Am- 
brosiaster. 


14 completur tAnpottat (“impletur” 1516 
7 Vg). See on Job. 15,25. The same change 
was made by Lefévre. 


14 nempe boc èv té& (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
corresponds with the omission of iv Té» in 
codd. D* F G. See Annot., and for nempe, see 
further on Rom. 1,32. Manetti put In hoc, and 
Lefévre scilicet. 


14 vt ws (“sicut” Vg). See on Rom. 1,21. 
Manetti put tanquam (though the first hand 
of Pal Lat 45 seems to have followed the 
Vulgate). 


15 alius alium vicissim ... vicissim alius ab alio 
GAANAOUS ... Urró &AAHAcov (inuicem ... ab 
inuicem" Vg.). A similar substitution involving 
vicissim occurs at Epb. 5,21; 1 Petr. 5,5. See 
further on Job. 4,33. Lefèvre had vos inuicem ... 
ab inuicem. 


15 deuoratis «arreo0fere ("comeditis" Vg.). Ano- 
ther such substitution occurs at Mt. 13,4, in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at Mc. 12,40; 
Lc. 15,30; 20,47; Ap. Ioh. 10,9-10; 11,5; 12,4; 
20,9. See also on Job. 2,17. Lefèvre put corro- 
ditis. 

16 autem 8€ (“autem in Christo" late Vg.). The 
late Vulgate addition lacks Greek ms. support. 
See Annot. In omitting in Christo, Erasmus 
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agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
the Jerome 1516 text and lemma, and also 
Manetti and Lefévre. In Lefévre, autem was 
replaced by equidem. 


16 concupiscentiam tmiBupiav (“desideria” late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate use of the plural lacks 
support from Greek mss. For concupiscentia, see 
on Rom. 13,14. In 1519 Annot., Erasmus cites 
concupiscentiam from "Ambrose" (Le. Ambrosias- 
ter), though the same change was also made by 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


17 Nam caro À yàp o&p§ (“Caro enim” Vg.). 
See on Toh. 3,34. Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre 
again had the same wording as Erasmus. 


17 autem (2nd.) 5é (“enim” Vg.). The Vulgate 
reflects the substitution of yáp, as in p“ N* 
B D* F G 0254. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, as well 
as Ne A C D” and most later mss. See 
Annot. Both Manetti and Lefèvre made the 
same change. 


17 inter se mutuo aduersantur &vrikevroa. GAAN- 
dois ("sibi inuicem aduersantur" late Vg.; "inter 
se aduersantur" 1516). For mutuo and inter, see 
on Job. 13,34; 15,24. Erasmus’ rendering retains 
the Vulgate word-order, though this may re- 
flect the transposition of àvrtikerrar after &A- 
AfjAots, as in codd. A B C D F G and a few 
later mss. The wording of Erasmus' Greek text 
follows cod. 2817, along with cod. 1, and also 
34 N and most later mss. His codd. 2105, 
2815, 2816 had &vríkewrot GAANAOKs, in com- 
pany with some other late mss. The version of 
Manetti had sibi ipsis aduersantur, and Lefévre 
aduersantur ad inuicem. 


17 volueritis 9&Nryre. (vultis Vg.). Erasmus’ 
idiomatic use of the future perfect tense more 
accurately conveys the nuance of the Greek 
subjunctive. 


17 eadem obra ("illa Vg). Erasmus ren- 
ders the Greek word as if it were Ta oUTé 
(cf. 1 Thess. 2,14). Manetti put hec (= baec). 


19 Porro manifesta sunt pavepà Sé tom: ("Ma- 
nifesta sunt autem" late Vg.). See on Job. 8,16 
for porro. The position of the verb in the late 
Vulgate does not seem to reflect any differ- 
ence of Greek text. The earlier Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text, and Lefèvre, 
had Manifesta autem sunt. In Manetti’s ver- 
sion, one ms. (Pal Lat. 45) had Manifesta vero 
sunt, and the other (Urb. Lat. 6) Manifesta enim 
sunt. 
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Ts capkós, &riv& oTi poiyeío, Top- 
vela, axabapoia, &oéàysia, *elSe- 
AoAarpia, papyaxeia, xpa Epis, 
Gio, S9upoi, éepidein, Siyootaciat, 
aipéceis, 7! p@dvo1, pdvoi, péðar, Kad- 
poi, Kal Tà Spoia TOÚTOIS, & mTpo- 
Atyw piv, Koes Kal Trposimov, óm 
oi Tà Tolalta mpdooovtes, PaciAci- 
av Geo où KAnpovoufjcouciv. 76 6t 
kaprós ToU tTvevpatdés éoTiv &yaTrn, 
xapa, sipüvn, pokpo8uuía, ypnotd- 
TNS, &ya8ocuvn, TíoTi, P mpqórns, 
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carnis, quae sunt haec: adulterium, 
scortatio, immundicia, lasciuia, 
mulacrorum cultus, veneficium, inimi- 
citiae, lis, aemulationes, irae, concer- 
tationes, seditiones, sectae, ?'inuidiae, 
caedes, ebrietates, comessationes, et 
his similia: de quibus praedico vobis 
quemadmodum et praedixi, quod qui 
talia agunt, regni dei haeredes non 
erunt. Contra, fructus spiritus est 
charitas, gaudium, pax, lenitas, beni- 
gnitas, bonitas, fides, ? mansuetudo, 


2 s1- 


22 xapa A B-E: yapar A* | yxpnototns B-E: xpno8orns A 


19 scortatio B-E: fornicatio A | 21 caedes B-E: cedes 4 | 22 Contra, fructus B-E: Fructus 


vero A | lenitas B-E: longanimitas 4 


19 sunt haec toti (“sunt” Vg.). Erasmus adds 
haec, to provide a smoother link with the list 
which follows. 


19 adulterium poryeia (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission corresponds with the text of codd. 
N * A B C and a few later mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1, (2105), 
2816, and also X °" D and most later mss. (in 
cod. 2105, yoryeia is placed after tropveta). 
One approach to this textual variation has 
been to explain poiyeia as a later addition, 
influenced by poixeian tropveion at Mt. 15,19 
(cf. also Mc. 7,21). It is also possible that a 
scribe accidentally omitted the word. As pointed 
out in Annot., textual discrepancies in lists of 
this kind were often due to scribal carelessness. 
The same correction was made by Manetti and 
Lefévre. 


19 scortatio topvela (“fornicatio” 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Toh. 8,41. 


19 lasciuia &ctAyeia (“impudicitia, luxuria" 
late Vg.). The earlier Vulgate had just luxuria, 
which is used elsewhere in the Vulgate to 
render &oéAyeix at 1 Petr. 4,3; 2 Petr. 2,18; 
Iud. 4, and for dowtia at Eph. 5,18; Tit. 
1,6; 1 Petr. 4,4. The Vulgate uses impudicitia 
to render doéAyeia at Mc. 7,22; Rom. 13,13; 


2 Cor. 12,21; Eph. 4,19. The late Vulgate, in 
effect, gives a double rendering of &c&Ayeia at 
the present passage. There does not appear to 
be any Greek ms. support for a longer reading 
here, such as d&otAyeia &owria. See Annot. 
The version of Lefèvre had just impudicitia, 
omitting luxuria. 


20 simulacrorum cultus sibooAoNaT pia: (“idolo- 
rum seruitus" Vg). See on 1 Cor. 10,14. The 
spelling elSw@AoAatpia is used by codd. 2815 
and 2817°", along with cod. 1, as well as C D* 
and many later mss. In cod. 2105, it is ei- 
SwAodarpiair In cod. 2816 and many other 
mss, commencing with N A B D®", it is 
elSwAoAaTpeic, and this is the spelling which 
Erasmus gives in Annot. In Jerome Comm. 
and Lefèvre, the rendering was idololatria, and 
Manetti had idolorum cultus. 


20 veneficium qopuaxeia ("veneficia" Vg.). The 
Vulgate plural corresponds with pappoaxeiai in 
codd. F G. See Annot. The same correction was 
made by Lefévre. 


20 lis Epis ("contentiones" Vg.). The singular 
épis was found in codd. 2815 and 2817°", 
alongside cod. 2105, with X A B D* and some 
other mss. In codd. 1 and 2816, together with 
C D°" F G and most other mss, it is Epets, 
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plural, supporting the Vulgate text. C£. Annot. 
At the eight other N.T. instances of épis, Eras- 
mus retains contentio. He elsewhere uses Zis for 
«pipa at 1 Cor. 6,7, and ucym at Jac. 4,1. Prob- 
ably he was influenced here by the rendering 
of Lefèvre, who had Jites: the only other N.T. 
passage where Lefèvre used /is for Epis was at 
Rom. 13,13. 


20 concertationes èpica (“rixae” Vg.). See on 
2 Cor. 12,20. 


20 seditiones Biyootacia (“dissensiones” Vg.). 
At the other two N.T. occurrences of S1yooTa- 
ola, Erasmus prefers dissidium at Rom. 16,17, 
and factio at 1 Cor. 3,3 (see ad locc.). Elsewhere 
he uses seditio in rendering cTácis, Óxorra- 
c1acía, and ovotaciaots. Here he follows 
Lefévre. 


21 caedes qóvoi ("homicidia" Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,29. Erasmus' use of caedes, both at the present 
passage and at Mt. 15,19, is less precise, as it 
can be understood as either singular or plural. 
In P“ N B and a few other mss., the word is 
omitted. While some have attributed qóvoi to 
scribal harmonisation with q8óvou qóvou at 
Rom. 1,29, it is possible that a few scribes acci- 
dentally omitted this word through an error of 
homoeoteleuton, caused by the resemblance to 
q8óvoi, which immediately preceded it. Erasmus’ 
Greek text follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816, and also A C D F G and 
most other mss. Cf. Annot. Again Lefévre made 
the same change. 


21 de quibus & ("quae" Vg.). Erasmus avoids 
the apparent clash of grammatical structure, 
caused by mpoAtyo being linked with both 
a direct object, & and an indirect statement, 
commencing with tı. Cf. his use of de vobis 
at Gal. 4,11. Another substitution of de quibus, 
for quos, occurs at Phil. 3,18. 


21 quemadmodum xa8cos (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre made the same change. 


21 et (2nd.) kaí (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion is supported by p% N* B F G and 
a few later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
Naor A C D and most later mss. The correc- 
tion made by Erasmus agrees with Ambrosi- 
aster, the Jerome 1516 text, and the version of 
Lefèvre. 


21 quod 611 (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. 
Erasmus has the same rendering as Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 
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21 regni dei haeredes non erunt BaoiAsiav coU 
oU KAnpovourjoouciv (“regnum dei non conse- 
quentur” Vg.). Erasmus more accurately conveys 
the connotation of receiving an inheritance, 
following Vulgate usage at Gal. 4,30. See further 
on 1 Cor. 6,9, and Annot. The version of Lefèvre 
put regnum dei non haereditabunt. 


22 Contra, fructus 6 55 xoprrós (“Fructus autem" 
Vg.; "Fructus vero" 1516). See on Job. 16,20. 
The 1516 rendering is the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster. Lefèvre had At vero fructus. 

22 yapd. The spelling yapai in 1516, being 
plural in form, conflicted with Erasmus' trans- 
lation and mss. It was probably caused by a 
typesetting error, and was corrected in the 
errata. 


22 lenitas, benignitas, bonitas paxpobuyla, xpn- 
cTóTns, &yatooUvn (patientia, benignitas, 
bonitas, longanimitas, mansuetudo" late Vg.; 
"longanimitas, bonitas, benignitas" Vg. mss.; 
"Jonganimitas, benignitas, bonitas" 1516). The 
spelling xpno€óTns in 1516 was probably only 
another error by the typesetter, as it is not sup- 
ported by Erasmus' Basle mss. The spelling 
éryo&ocUvn, on the other hand, which appears 
in all of Erasmus’ editions, looks more deli- 
berate, especially as the same spelling occurs 
at Rom. 15,14 (in 1516-22) and at Eph. 5,9. It 
is found in cod. 69 and also D F G, but not 
in Erasmus’ mss. at Basle, which all have 
&yabwouvn. At 2 Thess. 1,11, Erasmus has 
&yabwouvns, as in most mss. He also has 
àyaðwoùúvn in 1516-22 Annot. on the present 
passage. There does not appear to be Greek 
ms. support for the late Vulgate use of patien- 
tia, which seems to duplicate /onganimitas as 
a rendering of uokpo9uuía (though elsewhere 
patientia sometimes also represents Urropovri), 
nor is there ms. support for the late Vulgate 
use of mansuetudo, which seems to duplicate 
modestia as a rendering of Trpaórns in vs. 23. 
For Erasmus’ use of lenitas, see on Rom. 2,4. See 
also Annot. The Jerome 1516 text, with Manetti 
and Lefèvre, had the same wording as Erasmus’ 
1516 translation. 


23 mansuetudo paóvns (“modestia” Vg). A 
similar substitution occurs at Col. 3,12 (1519); 
2 Tim. 2,25; 1 Petr. 3,16, in accordance with 
Vulgate usage at Eph. 4,2; 1 Tim. 6,11; Tit. 3,2; 
lac. 1,21; 3,13, in rendering mpaórns and 
T'poUns. Erasmus’ choice of expression agrees 
with Jerome Comm. and Lefévre. Manetti put 
bumilitas. 
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tykpérreia. KaT& TÕV | ToioUTOv oUk 
fori vópos. “oi 5 ToU XpicToU, Tiv 
cápka éotraupwoav cuv Tois Tabac! 
Kai Tois émriBupiats. 4 el GOpuev TrveUpar, 
TveUpanm Kal oTorydpev. 78 un yivopeða 
Kevddo€ou, aAAAous TrpokoAoUpsvor, dA- 
AnAous povotvtes. 


AbdeAqol, xv xai TrpoAng?i &vOpco- 

Tros ëv Tivi Traparrroouari, UpeEis of 
Tveupacrikof, kocraprizere TOV TOLOUTOV 
ÈV TIVEULATI TPRÓTNTOS, OKOTTÓV CECU- 
TOV, uÀ Kal où Treipacbiis. ? TA cv Tà 
Bapn Baorddete, kal obTws &varmrAnpo- 
cate tov vópov ToU Xpiotov. el yàp 


6,1 rivi B-E: Tivi A 


24 affectibus B-E: morbis 4 
6,1 spirituales B-E: spiritales A | 


spiritu B-E: in spiritu ÆA | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


temperantia. Ad|uersus huiusmodi 
non est lex. "Qui vero sunt Christi, 
carnem crucifixerunt cum affectibus et 
concupiscentiis. Si viuimus spiritu, 
spiritu et incedamus. % Ne efficiamur 
inanis gloriae cupidi, inuicem nos pro- 
uocantes, inuicem inuidentes. 


Fratres, etiam si occupatus fuerit 

homo in aliquo delicto, vos qui 
spirituales estis, instaurate huiusmodi 
spiritu mansuetudinis, considerans te- 
met ipsum, ne et tu tenteris. ?Inui- 
cem alii aliorum onera portate, et sic 
complete legem Christi. *Nam si 


considerans C-E: consyde- 


rans A B | 2 alii aliorum onera B-E; onera vestra A | complete B-E: reimplete 4 


23 temperantia tyxpateia (continentia, casti- 
tas" late Vg.). See on Act. 24,25. The late Vul- 
gate addition of castitas reflects the influence 
of the Old Latin version, and corresponds 
with the addition of &yveía in codd. D* F G. 
The extra word may have originated as an ex- 
planatory comment. Lefévre made the same 
change as Erasmus. The earlier Vulgate, Jerome 
Comm. and Manetti put continentia, omitting 
castitas. 


23 buiusmodi tv rorovræwv (“huiuscemodi” 
Vg. 1527). The 1527 Vulgate column follows 
the Froben Vulgate of 1514. See on Rom. 16,18. 
Erasmus has the same rendering as the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Jerome Comm. The 
version of Manetti put talia, and Lefèvre qualia. 


24 vero bé ("autem" Vg.). See on Iob. 1,26. In 
Annot., Erasmus discusses the apparent omission 
of 8 by Origen, based on the quotation from 
Origen given by Jerome Comm. 


24 carnem viv o&pka ("carnem suam" late Vg. 
and many Vg. mss.). The addition of suam has 
little support from Greek mss. Possibly the 
added pronoun was intended to guard against 


the doctrinally controversial interpretation that 
opra here refers to the flesh of Christ rather 
than the former sinful nature of the believer. 
Cf. Annot., regarding the views of Origen. Eras- 
mus’ rendering agrees with some mss. of the 
Vulgate (followed by Vg"* *), Jerome Comm., 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


24 affectibus vois radian (“vitiis” Vg.; "mor- 
bis" 1516). See on Rom. 7,5, and Annot. The 
version of Lefèvre likewise had affectibus, and 
Manetti perturbationibus: in 1516 Annot., Eras- 
mus attributed affectus to Augustine, though 
the 1506 edition of Augustine's Epistolae ad 
Galatas Expositio had passionibus at this passage 
(edited as perturbationibus, in CSEL 84, p. 128). 
In a different context, Áugustine mentions 
affectus and affectiones as possible renderings of 
TáOn: in De Ciuitate Dei IX, 4 (CSEL 40, i, 
p. 410). 


25 vinimus spiritu CQyev trvevporni (spiritu vi- 
uimus" late Vg.). The late Vulgate word-order 
corresponds with mveúpari Zdpev in codd. 
D F G. Both Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same correction as Erasmus. 
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25 incdamus otoiydpev (“ambulemus” Vg.). 
Erasmus also uses incedo for otoryéw at Gal. 
6,16. At Rom. 4,12, he prefers ingredior, and 
at Phil. 3,16 procedo, though he retains ambulo 
for otoryéw at Act. 21,24. In Annot., Erasmus 
explains the phrase as meaning that a believer 
should control his actions in accordance with 
the spirit of the Gospel rather than by legal 
observance. His rendering was the same as that 
of Lefévre (though Lefévre Comm. had pro- 
cedamus). Valla Annot. proposed to render the 
whole phrase by spiritu contenti simus, while 
Manetti had cum spiritu congruamus. 


26 Ne uh ("Non" Vg.). See on Job. 3,7. Manetti 
anticipated this change. 


26 yicous8a. Codd. 2815, 2816, 2817**4 had 
ysvous8o, in company with cod. G* and 
some other mss. Here Erasmus' text follows 
cod. 2817°", together with 1, 2105 and most 
other mss. 


26 inuicem nos &AAAous ("inuicem" Vg.). See 
on Job, 4,33. Lefèvre put nos inuicem. 


26 &AAAous (2nd.). This use of the accusative 
case was based on cod. 2817, with support from 
1, 2105, 2816, and also $* B G* and many 
other mss. In cod. 2815 and many other mss., 
commencing with N A C D F G^", the word 
is in the dative case, &AAHAotSs. 


6,1 etiam si &xv xai ("etsi" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 
8,5. Lefèvre put si et. 


1 occupatus fuerit bomo vtpoNng9t] &vOpoorros 
(“praeoccupatus homo fuerit" Vg. 1527). The 
1527 Vulgate column follows the 1514 Froben 
edition. Although there is some ambiguity in 
the explanation given in Annot., it appears that 
Erasmus understood the passage to refer to 
someone who is unexpectedly discovered and 
prevented, when on the point of committing 
a wrongful act. The Vulgate use of praeoccupatus, 
so Erasmus hinted, could be misunderstood to 
imply premeditated wickedness or a desire to 
sin. There is in fact a considerable overlap of 
meaning between the two Latin verbs, though 
occupo is the more common in classical usage. 
See further on Job. 12,35. The earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster, Jerome Comm., one ms. of Ma- 
netti (Pal, Lat. 45), and Lefévre (both columns), 
had praeoccupatus fuerit bomo. The other ms. of 
Manetti (Urb. Lat. 6) had the same wording as 
Erasmus. 


1 instaurate buiusmodi xotaptifete Tov Toi 
ovtov (“huiusmodi instruite” Annot., lemma 
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7 Vg. mss.; “huiuscemodi instruite” Vg. 1527). 
The 1527 Vulgate column once again follows 
the Froben Vulgate of 1514. See on Rom. 16,18, 
concerning huiuscemodi. Erasmus is more literal 
as to the word-order. In Annot., he plausibly 
argues that instruite (which would mean "equip" 
or "instruct") could have been a scribal altera- 
tion, and that the original Vulgate had instan- 
rate (“restore”). Manetti put talem instruite, and 
Lefèvre reparate cum qui talis est. 

1 spiritu tv mveuyarm (“in spiritu" 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Job. 1,26. 

1 mansuetudinis mpadtntos (“lenitatis” Vg.). 
For Erasmus’ inconsistency in rendering this 
Greek word, see on 1 Cor. 4,21. His render- 
ing is the same as that of Ambrosiaster, the 
Jerome 1516 text, and Lefévre. Manetti put 
bumilitatis. 

l temet ipsum csautóv (“te ipsum" Vg). A 
similar substitution occurs at 1 Tim. 4,7; 5,22; 
Tit. 2,7. Cf. on Rom. 6,13 (vosmet), 2 Cor. 2,1 
(memet), and Gal. 2,20 (semet). Erasmus again 
has the same wording as Ambrosiaster. 


2 Inuicem alii aliorum onera AMNH TA Bápn 
(“Alter alterius onera" Vg.; "Inuicem onera ve- 
stra” 1516). See on Zoh. 13,14. In Annot. on the 
present passage, following Valla Annot., Eras- 
mus objects that alter alterius was suitable only 
for referring to two people. As an alternative 
rendering, he offers Alii vicissim aliorum onera. 
His 1516 translation imitated that of Ambro- 
siaster, who had exactly the same wording: 
cf. also Augustine Sermo 164 (PL 38, 896). Valla 
Annot. proposed mutua onera, Manetti Vicis- 
situdinaria onera (a ponderous, non-classical 
turn of phrase), and Lefévre Vestra inuicem 
onera. 

2 complete &vaTrAnpwoare (“adimplebitis” Vg.; 
“reimplete” 1516). The Vulgate use of the fu- 
ture tense corresponds with d&vaTrAnpwoete, 
as found in codd. B (F G) and a few later mss. 
Erasmus’ text follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
alongside 1, 2105, 2816, as well as X A C D 
and most later mss. See Annot., where Erasmus 
further asserts that the Greek compound verb 
means, more literally, “fulfil again”. Based on 
this questionable interpretation, he introduced 
the non-classical verb reimpleo into his 1516 
rendering. This provoked criticism from Stunica 
in 1520: by that time, Erasmus had already 
replaced reimpleo by compleo in the 1519 edition 
of his N.T., but his alternative interpretation, 
denuo adimpleo, remained in Annot. See Apolog. 
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Soxel otis elvai om, pndév v, 
ÉavTóv ppevarrara. *10 8b ëp- 
yov  éouroU Soxipatéto — ÉkaocTos, 
Kai TÓTe els éauvTóv uóvov TÒ Kav- 
xnua eer, Kai otk els Tóv Etepov. 
5ÉkacTos yàp Td iSiov poptiov Ba- 
otd&oet. 

$Koivcovelroo è ó  kornyoupevos 
Tov Adyov 1H kernxoüvri èv mõ- 
ow &yo$0is. ut mAavaobe, Geds 
ov pukrnpiZeron. 6 yàp àv otreipn 
&vOpewtres, TolTo Kai Ospios. T 
Ò omtíipov eis thy odpxa aùToŬ, 
tk Tis capkós Oepioe: pbolpdvy ó 
Se otteipwv eis TÒ mveŭpa, èk ToU 
Trveuatos Oepices Lov aicviov. 
946. 6E KaAdV TrototvTes ph êk- 
Kakddyev. Kaipd® yàp i8iw Gepico- 


pev pt) éxAuóusvoi. “dpa oÓv as 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


quis sibi videtur aliquid esse, quum 
nihil sit, suum ipse fallit animum. 
‘Opus autem suum probet vnus- 
quisque, et tunc in semet ipso tan- 
tum gloriationem habebit, et non 
in alio. — *Vnusquisque enim pro- 
priam sarcinam baiulabit. 
$Communicet autem qui cate- 
chizatur sermone, ei qui se catechi- 
zat in omnibus bonis. "Ne erretis, 
deus non irridetur. Quicquid enim 
seminauerit homo, hoc et metet. 
*Nam qui seminat per carnem 
suam, de carne metet | corruptio- 
nem: sed qui seminat per spiritum, 
de spiritu metet vitam aeternam. 
*Bonum autem faciendo ne defati- 
gemur. Tempore enim suo mete- 
mus non defatigati. Itaque dum 


3 m B-E: om..A | 4 uovov B-E: om. A | 6 kowoverroo A B D E: owwverw C 


4 vnusquisque B-E: vunsquisqueA | tantum B-E: om. A | 5 sarcinam A B D E:sercinam C | 
6 catechizatur B-E: cathechizatur.A | catechizat B-E: cathechizat/4 | 8 per carnem suam B-E: 


in carne sua A | 
9 defatigemur B-E: cessemus 4 


resp. Iac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, pp. 200-2, ll. 626- 
651. For compleo, see on Iob. 15,25. Valla Annot. 
recommended adimplete. 


3 sibi videtur Soxei ("existimat se" Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 8,2, and Annot. The version of Erasmus 
resembles that of Ambrosiaster (1492), videtur 
sibi. Manetti had se existimat. Lefèvre altered the 
word-order to existimat quispiam se. 


3 aliquid esse elvai mı. In 1516, Erasmus’ Greek 
text omitted tı, following cod. 2817, with 
support from cod. B* and a few later mss. His 
cod. 2815 placed elvaí mı after &v. In his Greek 
text of 1519, Erasmus restored 11, which was 
already cited in 1516 Annot. 


3 suum ipse fallit animum tautov qpevorra& 
("ipse se seducit” Vg.). Erasmus renders more 
accurately, having regard to the root meaning 
of the Greek verb. In Annot., he cites mentem 


corruptionem B-E: coruptelam A | 


per spiritum B-E: in spiritu Æ | 


suam decipit as an alternative rendering sup- 
plied by Jerome Comm. The version of Lefévre 
put seipsum mente decipit, and Manetti ipse sese 
seducit. 


4 tunc tote (“sic” Vg.). The Vulgate rendering 
lacks Greek ms. support. See Annot. The correc- 
tion made by Erasmus agreed with the versions 
of Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


4 tantum póvov (1516 omits). The 1516 omis- 
sion is based on cod. 2817, with little or no 
other ms. support. See Annot. The word was 
also omitted from the lemma of Valla Annot. 
The version of Lefèvre had solum. 


4 gloriationem Tò xovynya ("gloriam" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 4,2. Lefévre put vnde glorietur. 


4 alio tov Etepov (“altero” Vg.) Erasmus 
tends to avoid alter unless the context clearly 
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shows that it refers to one of a pair of indi- 
viduals or items. See Annot., and see also on 
vs. 2, above. The same change was made by 
Lefèvre, while Valla Annot. and Manetti pre- 
ferred alterum. 


5 propriam sarcinam Tò id10v gopriov (“onus 
suum" Vg). In Annot, Erasmus indicates 
that he has drawn sarcinam from "Ambrose" 
(i.e. Ambrosiaster, whose text had sarcinam 
suam in the 1492 edition). By this change, he 
distinguishes poptiov from Bépos, which was 
already rendered by onus in vs. 2. For proprius, 
see further on Job. 1,11. Manetti and Lefèvre 
both had proprium onus. 

5 baiulabit Baotdos ("portabit" Vg.) This 
change is in accordance with Vulgate usage at 
Me. 14,13; Le. 14,27; Iob. 19,17; Act. 3,2. How- 
ever, Erasmus’ use of baiulo is inconsistent with 
the use of porto for Bacábo in vs. 2, above. 
See Annot. 

6 qui Ó (“is qui” Vg.). Erasmus is more literal 
here, though elsewhere he often adds is before 
qui. Possibly he disliked the repetitive sound 
of is qui... ei qui. Lefèvre began the sentence 
with Is autem qui. 


6 sermone Tov Aóyov (“verbo” late Vg.). See on 
Iob. 1,1. In 1519 Annot., Erasmus alternatively 
suggests ratione. His choice of sermone was the 
same as the rendering of Lefèvre. 


7 Ne erreti wh mħavãoðe ("Nolite errare" 
Vg.). See on Job, 5,14. Manetti anticipated this 
change. 


7 Quicquid ... boc 6 ... toUto ("Quae ... haec" 
Vg.). The Vulgate may reflect the substitution 
of & ... raUTa, as in 3B'é For quicquid, see 
further on Joh. 4,14. In Annot., Erasmus renders 
by Quod ... boc, citing "Ambrose" (i.e. Ambro- 
siaster) and also Augustine Epistolae ad Gala- 
las Expositio (CSEL 84, p. 136): this wording 
was used by Valla Annot. and Manetti (Pal. 
Lat. 45). The other ms. of Manetti’s version 
(Urb. Lat. 6) incorrectly substituted Quod ... 
baec; cf. & ... tata in codd. D* F G. The 
version of Lefèvre had quodcunque ... illud. 


8 Nam &n (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Act. 11,24. 
Lefévre put quia. 

8 per carnem suam ... per spiritum eis Thv cáp- 
Ka aUTOU ... els TO mveŭua (“in carne sua ... 
in spiritu” 1516 = Vg... The use of avtot is 
derived from codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with cod. 2105, and also D* F G and a few 
other mss. In codd. 1, 2816 and most other 
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mss., éauToU replaces auto. In Annot. (where 
he incorrectly omits trv before oápxo), Eras- 
mus renders more literally by iz carnem ... in 
spiritum, following the interpretation of Valla 
Annot. Other instances of Erasmus’ use of per 
for els, in an instrumental sense, can be seen 
at Act. 7,53 (per dispositiones angelorum); Hebr. 
6,6 (1519: per poenitentiam). 


8 metet (twice) Gepicet (“et metet" Vg.). The 
Vulgate addition of et, in both places, is a 
matter of translation, not explicitly supported 
by Greek mss. Both Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same correction as Erasmus. 


8 corruptionem q9opáv (“coruptelam” 1516, 
sic). Erasmus’ use of cor(r)uptela in 1516 was 
less suitable, as it meant a source of corrup- 
tion, or the act of corrupting, rather than a 
state of corruption. In 1519, he reverted to 
the Vulgate rendering. Elsewhere he usually 
retains corruptio for q8opá and B1ag8opá. 
Cf. Annot. 


8 sed qui & 5t ("qui autem” Vg.). See on Job. 
1,26. 


9 faciendo noioŬŭvrss (“facientes” Vg.). By using 
the gerund, Erasmus makes a stronger con- 
nection with the main verb: "let us not tire of 
(or be made tired by) doing good". In transla- 
ting KaAotroioUvtes at 2 Thess. 3,13, he simi- 
larly changed benefacientes to in benefactendo. 
Cf. also guid faciendo vitam aeternam possidebo 
at Le. 10,25 (= Vulgate). Manetti put operantes. 


9 ne defatigemur ... defatigati yi &xxokóopev ... 
éxAvépevor (“non deficiamus ... deficientes" 
Vg.; "ne cessemus ... defatigati" 1516). For ne, 
see on Joh. 3,7. In his 1516 version, Erasmus 
seeks to preserve a distinction of meaning 
between the two Greek verbs: see Annot. How- 
ever, his use of cesso (“cease”, “be slow" or 
“jdle”) did not adequately convey the sense of 
éxxoxéwo, which tends to mean “lose heart". 
Elsewhere he uses cesso mainly for tovoyan. 
For the substitution of defatigo for deficio in 
rendering éxxoréoo, see on 2 Cor. 4,1. In transla- 
ting &kAUoo, Erasmus retains deficio at Mt. 15,32; 
Mc. 8,3; Hebr. 12,3, and substitutes deficio for 
fatigo at Hebr. 12,5. Valla Annot., more logically, 
was content to substitute defatigemur for defici- 
amus at the present passage, without making 
any change to deficientes. Manetti put ne deficiamus 
-. deficientes. 

10 Iraque &pa oŭv ("Ergo" Vg.). See on Rom. 
5,18. Lefèvre had Eia igitur. 
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Kaipov É£yopev, épyatapela TÒ àya- 
@dv pds Távras, uóAicTa B6 Trpós 
oikelous Tfjg Tío Tecos. 

"Sete mnAikois Üuiv ypáuuaciv 
typaya Ti yi) xeipi. "6001 0£Aov- 
civ sùmpoowrioai iv capKi, oUTOL 
évayKatouaiv yds TreprréuveoOon, uó- 
vov iva un TH otaup® ToU Xpictot 
BiaxevtTa. BovSt yàp of Treprreuvó- 
evol avTol vópov qouA&ccouciv, &À- 
Aà 8éAouciv Opus Treprréuvec8on, iva 
&v Tfj Üperépa capkl kauyrjocovToi. 
Miuoi 5& ut) yévorro Kavyaoda, el 
ut) £v TH otTaup@ ToU kupíou fjnóv 
"IpooU XpicroU, 81 oU poi Koopos 
ioraUporoi, Koya TH kómy.  Piv 
yap Xpiot® '"IncoU ote Treprrour] 
Ti jioyver, ote ókpopuoTía, GAAG 
Kawi) krícig — Kal Sco1 1H Kave- 
v ToUTO oToIynoovaly, siphvn im 
aUTOUS, Kai ÉAsos, kai émi Tov 
"lopanA ToU 6so0. 


10 alt. mtpos D E: mpos tous A-C | 
KovTad A 


10 habemus A (exc) B-E: habemns A (ex) 
vero A | 
Israel A 


10 èpyačopeða. Codd. 2105*, 2816, 2817**4 
had pyačópeða, in company with codd. 
A B% and many later mss. 


10 quum erga omnes, tum vero maxime erga pos 
Trávros, áta 8E Trpós ("ad omnes, maxime 
autem ad" Vg.; "erga omnes. maxime vero erga" 
1516). For the construction quum ... tum, see on 
Rom. 16,2; for erga, see on Act. 3,25, and Annot., 
for vero, see on Job. 1,26. Lefèvre put ad omnes; 
maximopere autem ad. 


10 oikeíous. The omission of tous before oixei- 
ous in 1527-35 may have been the result of a 


11 upv BE: nuv A | 


15 quicquam B-E: om. A | praeputium B-E: preputium 4 | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


tempus habemus, operemur bonum, 
quum erga omnes, tum vero maxi- 
me erga domesticos fidei. 

"Videtis quanta vobis epistola 
scripserim mea manu. ”Quicun- 
que volunt iuxta faciem placere in 
carne, ii cogunt vos circuncidi, 
tantum ne ob crucem Christi per- 
sequutionem patiantur. PNam qui 
circunciduntur ne ipsi quidem le- 
gem seruant: sed volunt vos circun- 
cidi, vt in vestra carne glorientur. 
“Ego vero, absit vt glorier, nisi 
in cruce domini nostri lesu Chris- 
ti, per quem mihi mundus cruci- 
fixus est, et ego mundo. "Nam 
in Christo Iesu neque circuncisio 
quicquam valet, neque praeputium, 
sed noua creatura. ‘Et quicunque 
iuxta regulam hanc incedunt, pax 
super eos, et misericordia, et super 
Israelem dei. 


12 Siekovrai B-E: Siw- 


quum ... maxime B-E: erga omnes. maxime 
16 Israelem B-E: 


typesetting error, as virtually all mss. include 
the word. 


11 Videtis "ere. ("Videte" Vg.) Either ren- 
dering is legitimate, whether as indicative or 
imperative. 


11 quanta vobis epistola scripserim vois Uuiv 
yYeéunaciv. Eypaya ("qualibus litteris scripsi 
vobis" Vg.) Cod. 2815 had the word-order 
mnàikois Univ Eypaya ypáppaot: cf. codd. 
D (F G), which have trnAixois yp&upaciv Upiv 
typawa. Erasmus is more literal as to the Latin 
word-order. In Annot., he argues that TrAÍkois 


EPISTOLA AD GALATAS  6,10- 16 


ypdupaow refers to the size or length of the 
whole epistle rather than the size or shape of 
the script with which it was written. The reading 
fiuiv in 1516 seems to have been no more than 
a typesetting error, though it occurs in some 
late mss. The version of Manetti followed the 
Vulgate (except that in Urb. Lat. 6, quibus is 
substituted for qualibus), while Lefévre contented 
himself with transposing scripsi vobis after mea 
manu. 


12 Quicunque 6001 ("Quicunque enim" late 
Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate addi- 
tion of enim lacks Greek ms. support. Erasmus’ 
wording agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambro- 
siaster, the Jerome 1516 text and lemma, and 
the versions of Manetti and Lefévre. 


12 iuxta faciem placere gy mpoocyrrijocn ( placere" 
Vg.). Erasmus gives a more accurate rendering 
of the compound Greek verb. See Annot. An 
objection to the Vulgate rendering was also 
raised in Valla Annot., but in such a manner 
as to make it appear that the words èv capkí 
were missing from Valla's Greek mss. ("graece 
non legitur in carne”). What Valla perhaps 
actually wrote, or meant to write, was "graece 
non legitur placere". The earlier version. of 
Valla's annotations (Collatio Noui Testamenti, 
ed. A Perosa, Florence 1970, p. 230) stated 
“Non est grece vtique "placere". 


12 if o9roi ("hi" Vg.). Cf. on Gal. 2,18. Lefèvre 
put ili. 


12 ne .. persequutionem patiantur iva pn ... 
Sicokeovton (“vt... persecutionem non patiantur" 
Vg.). For ze, see on Job. 3,20, and Annot. The 
1516 edition had the spelling 8iokovrou, which 
is also found in cod. 1, along with P* A C 
F G and many other mss. In 1519, Erasmus 
restored Sicokovrat, as in codd. 3, 2105, 2815, 
2816, 2817 and many other mss., commencing 
with N B D: this was also the spelling used in 
1516 Annot. His translation was the same as 
that of Ambrosiaster (1492). 


12 ob crucem TẸ otaupe (“crucis” Vg.). Eras- 
mus gives a more intelligible sense to the pas- 
sage, tacitly adopting the rendering of Lefévre. 
In Annot., he gives a more literal translation, 
cruce. 


13 Nam qui circunciduntur ne ipsi quidem out 
yap oi Treprtepvdopevor ovtol ("Neque enim 
qui circunciduntur" Vg.). Erasmus alters the 
word-order for the sake of a more elegant 
and emphatic turn of phrase. For nam, see 
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on Job. 3,34, and for me .. quidem, see on 
Iob. 7,5. The Vulgate leaves aùTtoí untranslated. 
See Annot. The spelling Treprreuvóuevoi is in 
accordance with cod. 2817, along with cod. 
2105, and also X A C D and many later mss. 
In codd. 1, 2815, 2816 and many other mss., 
commencing with P“ B, the perfect participle, 
Téprrerunpévoi, is used. Manetti added ipsi 
after circunciduntur (though the first hand of 
Urb. Lat. 6 replaced circunciduntur by circunciditur 
and transposed ipsi after legem), while Lefèvre 
substituted neque enim ipsi circuncisi. 

13 seruant QuA&ccovoi (“custodiunt” Vg.). 
See on Act. 7,53. 


13 vestra carne Ti Uuerépq capri ("carne ve- 
stra" Vg). Erasmus renders the word-order 
more literally, using the same wording as Am- 
brosiaster and Lefèvre. 


14 Ego vero, absit vt glorier tuoi 66 uh yévorto 
xauvyãoða (“Mihi autem absit gloriari" Vg.). 
Erasmus regarded the literal Vulgate rendering 
as inelegant, and preferred to remove the in- 
finitive after absit: see Annot. 


15 Nam in Christo tv yàp Xpiot® (“In Christo 
enim" Vg.). See on Job. 3,34. Lefèvre also made 
this change. 

15 quicquam 1 "aliquid" Vg.; omitted in 1516 
Lat.). The same substitution of quicquam occurs 
in the parallel passage at Gal. 5,6. See further 
on Rom. 15,18. In 1519, Erasmus adopts the 
same rendering as Ambrosiaster (1492) and 
Lefèvre. 


16 iuxta regulam banc incedunt 1G) kavóvi TOT 
oTtoixhoovoiv (“hanc regulam secuti fuerint” 
Vg.). See on Gal. 5,25 for otoigéw. Erasmus’ 
use of the present tense, incedunt, corresponds 
with otoigyoŬoiv in cod. 2816, together with 
A C* DF G and a few later mss. In Annot., 
he proposes the use of the future tense, izcedent, 
which would have been more consistent with 
his printed Greek text. Ambrosiaster and the 
Jerome 1516 text (contrary to Comm.) have the 
present tense, sequuntur. Manetti put cum hac 
regula congruunt, and Lefèvre buic innixi fuerint 
regulae. 

16 eos atrtous (“illos” Vg.). Erasmus prefers the 
less emphatic form of the pronoun, in resuming 
from the earlier quicunque. Manetti and Lefévre 
made the same change. 

16 Israclem tov "loparjA (“Israel” 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Joh. 1,31, and cf. also Annot. The same 
change was made by Lefévre. 


494 


"Tot AoruroU Kdtrous por unbels 
Tapexétw’ tye yàp Tà oTlyyata ToU 
xupíou ‘Incot èv TG compari pou PBa- 
cTábc. 4 ydpis ToU kuplou fiuc 
"IncoU XpicroU peta tot TrveUparros 
úv, á&6cAgol. àv. 


TIpós l'aA&ras. 
żypápn &ró Pouns. 


17 molestias C-E: labores A B 
Subscriptio Ad Galatas B-E: Finis A | e B-E: a A 


17 ne quis yndets ("nemo" Vg). See on 
1 Cor. 3,18. In Annot., Erasmus also suggests 
nullus, appearing to attribute this to Jerome 
Comm. This alternative rendering, however, 
was not in Jerome, but in the version of 
Lefèvre. 


17 molestias exhibeat | Kórrous Tap- 
exéTw (“molestus sit" Vg.; "labores exhibeat" 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


"De caetero ne quis mihi mo- 
lestias exhibeat, ego enim stigmata 
domini lesu in corpore meo por- 
to. "Gratia domini nostr Iesu 
Christi cum spiritu vestro fratres. 
Amen. 


Ad Galatas. 


Missa fuit e Roma. 


| Roma E: Rhoma B-D 


1516-19). Erasmus gives a more accurate ren- 
dering. However, he retains molestus sum for 
similar Greek expressions at Mt. 26,10; Mc. 
14,6; Le. 11,7; 18,5. As indicated in Annot., the 
1516 rendering was modelled on Jerome Comm. 
In 1522, he adopted a more classical turn of 
phrase (cf. exhibeant molestiam in Plautus Captiui 
817). Manetti put molestias prebeat (= praebeat), 
and Lefèvre labores afferat. 


LB 831 


ITPOXZ EGCEZIOY2 
ETIIZTOAH 
ITAYAOY 


TlaUAos d&mócToAos 'IpooU Xpi- 

otou Sic OgAüuarosg 9:00, ois 
&yíoig Toi; otow èv 'Egéco, koi 
Tiotois èv Xpiotd ‘Inoot — ?yxyópis 
tyiv Kai eipfvn mò 9:00 Trarpós 
fiuàv, koi Kupiou “Incot Xpiotov. 

3EvAoyntos ó Geds Kal marüp 
ToU Kupiou fuv ‘Inoot Xpiotou, 
6 evAoynoas uðs èv máoņ evAo- 
yig mveupartik èv Toig étroupaviois 
Xpiotæ. ‘kabes eeréEaxto tds 
èv aùt®  Tpó kxarapoMis Kóouou, 


Inscriptio taudou E: om. A-D 


EPISTOLA 
PAVLI APOSTOLI 
AD EPHESIOS 


Paulus apostolus lesu Christi 

per voluntatem dei, sanctis qui 
agunt Ephesi, et fidelibus in Chris- 
to lesu:  ?gratia vobis et pax a 
deo patre nostro, et domino lesu 
Christo. 

3 Benedictus deus et pater domini 
nostri lesu Christi, qui benedixit 
nos omni benedictione spirituali 
in coelestibus Christo. — *Quemad- 
modum elegit nos in ipso, ante- 
quam iacerentur fundamenta mundi, 


Inscriptio EPISTOLA ... EPHESIOS E: AD EPHESIOS EPISTOLA A-C, ERASMI VERSIO D | 
1,1 agunt B-E: agitis/4 | 3 omni B-E: in omni 4 | spirituali B-E: spiritali 4 


1,1 sanctis tois &ylois (“omnibus sanctis" late 
Vg.) The earlier Vulgate had sanctis omnibus, 
corresponding with the addition of rr&civ in 
codd. % ©" A and thirteen later mss. (see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, pp. 356-8). Lefévre 
made the same change as Erasmus. 


1 qui agunt 1ois OUow ("qui sunt" Vg; “qui 
agitis" 1516). This substitution of ago is in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at Lc 14,32. 
Erasmus replaced qui sunt by qui... estis at Rom. 
1,7, in rendering the same Greek phrase: see ad 
loc., and see also Annot. His use of the second 
person plural in 1516 may have been influenced 
by Lefévre, who put qui estis both at the present 
passage and at Rom. 1,7. 


1 fidelibus mio rois ("fidelibus omnibus" Vg. 
1527). The addition of omnibus in the 1527 
Vulgate column, following the Froben edition 
of 1514, lacks Greek ms. support. Erasmus 


rendering agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster, Jerome Comm., Manetti and Lefévre 
(both columns). 

3 omni tv wéon (“in omni" 1516 = Vg.). See 
on loh. 1,26. The same change was made by 
Manetti and Lefévre. 

3 Christo Xpiotd (“in Christo" Vg). The 
Vulgate reflects a Greek text adding év before 
Xpiotd, as in virtually all mss, including 
codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816 (in 2105 and 2816°", 
"Incod is further added after Xpioté). Erasmus 
here follows cod. 2817. See Annot. This omission 
consequently also occurred in the editions of 
R. Estienne. 


4 Quemadmodum xobds (“Sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefèvre had vtpote. 


4 antequam iacerentur fundamenta mundi pd 
xarooAfs Kéopou (“ante mundi constitutio- 
nem" Vg.). See on Job. 17,24, and Annot. The 


LB 832 


LB 833 
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elvan Tas &yíous koi é&pcpuous KaT- 
£voorriov auTOU év &yány’ ? poopícas 
Tas eis vioOecíav Sic 'IncoU. XpioroU 
eis aUTOV, xarà Thy eU8okíav ToU BeA- 
pores attot, eis grraivov 5óEns TÄS 
Xapitos alto, èv 1j Exapitwoev pds 
év TO fjyomnuévo. 7év à Éyousv Thy 
é&roAUTpoociv Sic tol aiperos avrot, 
Thy psov TÓÀV Trapartwyctwv, KA- 
Ta TOV TAOUTOV Tij; xapITos avTOU, 
8 fis étrepiooevoev els Huas àv Tao oo- 
gia Kal gppovice, | ?yvepioas uïv 
TO uucTíüptov TOU @sAńpatTos aUo, 


1,9 To B-E: tov A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


vt essemus sancti et irreprehensibi- 
les coram illo per charitatem:  5qui 
praedestinauit nos vt adoptaret in fi- 
lios per Iesum Christum in sese, iuxta 
beneplacitum voluntatis suae, ‘vt lau- 
detur gloria gratiae suae, qua charos 
reddidit nos per illum dilectum. 7 Per 
quem habemus redemptionem per san- 
guinem ipsius, remissionem peccato- 
rum, iuxta diuitias gratiae suae: *de 
qua vbertim nobis impartiuit in om- 
ni sapientia et prudentia, | ° pate 
facto nobis arcano voluntatis suae, 


4 irreprehensibiles B-E: irrepraehensibiles 4 | per charitatem B-E: in charitate A | 5 prae- 
destinauit B-E: predestinauit.4 | vt adoptaret in filios B-E: in adoptionem filiorum A | 6 qua 


charos reddidit B-E: in qua gratificauit A | 
tum B-D | 7 Per quem B-E: In quo 4 


rendering of Erasmus was influenced by the use 
of the phrase iaciunt fundamenta in Jerome 
Comm. The Jerome 1516 text and lemma, and 
the versions of Manetti and Lefévre, put ante 
constitutionem mundi. 


4 irreprebensibiles &éucopous (“immaculati” Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs in rendering &uc»- 
uos at Eph. 5,27; Col. 1,22. Erasmus retains 
immaculatus for the same Greek word at Hebr. 
9,14; 1 Petr. 1,19, and sine macula at Ap. Iob. 
14,5, but substitutes incontaminatus at Iud. 24. 
He further retains immaculatus for &yopntos 
at 2 Petr. 3,14. Although immaculatus was rare 
in classical usage, this was not the reason why 
Erasmus removed the word here, as it could 
have been objected even more strongly that 
irreprebensibilis (unlike reprehensus) was completely 
absent from classical Latin authors. He preferred 
irreprebensibilis (“not able or deserving to be 
blamed") because he considered that it conveyed 
the meaning of the Greek word more accurately 
in the present context. See Annot., where he 
also suggests the use of inculpatus. He defended 
his change of rendering against Stunica in 
Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 202, 
Il. 653-664. For Erasmus’ use of irreprebensibilis 
for &peurrros and &uwunTos, see also on Phil. 
2,15. 


per illum dilectum E: in dilecto A, per dilec- 


4 coram illo xatevæmiov oxrroU ("in conspectu 
eius" Vg.). For a similar substitution of coram, 
in rendering &voriov, see on Act. 7,10; 10,4. 
In rendering katevomiov at 2 Cor. 2,17; 12,19; 
Col. 1,22, Erasmus made a change in the op- 
posite direction, from coram to in conspectu: see 
on 2 Cor. 2,17. By using the more emphatic 
pronoun, illo, Erasmus perhaps wished to make 
it clearer that this referred to Christ rather 
than the Father, though a degree of ambiguity 
remains. Ambrosiaster and Jerome Comm. put 
coram ipso, and Manetti coram eo. 


4 per charitatem tv &yém (“in charitate" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. In Annot., he follows 
Jerome Comm. in suggesting that this phrase 
could also be attached to trpoopicas in the 
following verse, but noted that this was not in 
accordance with the punctuation of his Greek 
mss. This is true of codd. 1, 2815, 2816, 2817, 
but Erasmus evidently did not consult his copy 
of Theophylact here, as cod. 2105 (both text 
and commentary) clearly links èv éyérrn with 
Trpoopícas. Lefèvre put iz dilectione. 


5 vt adoptaret in filios els vio8eciay (“in adopti- 
onem filiorum" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 8,15, 
and Annot. By changing the construction, Eras- 
mus makes the meaning considerably clearer. 
Lefèvre put in adoptionem, omitting filiorum. 


LB 834 


EPISTOLA AD EPHESIOS 1,4-9 

5 in sese els o TÓv (“in ipsum" Vg.). See on Job. 
7,35. Erasmus wished to restrict the pronoun, 
so that it referred to the Father, and not to 
Christ: see Annot. In 1519, he reinforced this 
interpretation by changing aùTtóv to avtév. 
See his Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, 
p. 240, 1l. 1-9. For the introduction of rough 
breathings on reflexive pronouns in the 1519 
edition, see on Jof. 2,21; Rom. 1,27. The render- 
ing of Lefèvre was in eodem. 


5 iuxta xar& (“secundum” Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 


5 beneplacitum tiv sùSokiav (“propositum” 
Vg.) This change produces consistency with 
the late Vulgate rendering of evSoxia in vs. 9, 
and distinguishes it from Trpó8ecis in vs. 11. 
See also Annot. However, the noun beneplacitum 
does not occur in classical usage. At Phil. 2,13, 
by contrast, Erasmus substitutes bonum animi 
propositum for bona voluntas in rendering the 
same Greek word, and at 2 Thess. 1,11, bonum 
propositum for voluntas, but at Mt. 11,26, bona 
voluntas for placitum. At Lc. 10,21 (1519), he 
replaces placuit with complacitum est, in rendering 
éyéveto e¥Soxia. Erasmus’ version agrees with 
that of Jerome Comm., Valla Annot., Manetti 
and Lefèvre (cf. placitum in Ambrosiaster and 
the Jerome 1516 text and lemma). 


6 vt laudetur gloria eis mravov &4€ns (“in lau- 
dem gloriae" Vg.). By altering the construction, 
Erasmus achieves greater clarity, as he had done 
in vs. 5 with eis vioOscíav. In vss. 12 and 14, 
however, he retains in laudem, as also at 1 Petr. 
1,7. Cf. also Phil. 1,11 (1519), where he replaces 
in .. laudem with ad ... laudem. 


6 qua iv # (“in qua” 1516 7 Vg). See on 
Ioh. 1,26. Erasmus has the same wording as 
Ambrosiaster. 


6 charos reddidit nos txapitwoev has ("gratifica- 
uit nos” 1516  Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus points 
out that gratifico, as an active verb, did not exist 
in classical usage, where the correct form was 
gratificor. His proposed substitution conveys 
the sense of “made us the object of his love”. 
Manetti put gratiosos nos fecit, and Lefèvre impleuit 
nos gratia. 


6 per illum dilectum. tv tH yamnuévæ 
(“in dilecto filio suo” late Vg. and many Vg. 
mss.; "in dilecto" 1516 = some Vg. mss., with 
Vg" *; “per dilectum" 1519-27). The addition 
of filio suo in many Vulgate mss., under influence 
from the Old Latin version, corresponds with 
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the addition of vid oxrroü in codd. D* F G. 
See Annot. For Erasmus’ use of per, see on Rom. 
1,17. By adding ilum in 1535, he makes a more 
definite connection with Christ in vs. 5. Lefévre 
had the same rendering as Erasmus’ 1516 
edition, while Manetti put i» eo qui dilectus est, 
both omitting filio suo. 


7 Per quem tv & ("In quo" 1516 - Vg). See 
on Rom. 1,17. 


7 ipsius otto (“eius” Vg.). Erasmus uses the 
reflexive pronoun to emphasise that this refers 
to the same person as 4uem. His rendering is 
the same as that of Ambrosiaster and the 
Jerome 1516 text and lemma. Manetti put 
suum. 


7 remissionem tiv &geow (“in remissionem" 
Vg. 1527 and Annot., lemma = late Vg.). The 
late Vulgate insertion of iz, also occurring in 
the Froben 1514 edition, lacks Greek ms. sup- 
port. See Annot. This passage is among the Quae 
Sint Addita. Erasmus' rendering agrees with the 
earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 1516 
text and lemma, and also Manetti. The version 
of Lefèvre put quae est remissio. 


7 iuxta xará (“secundum” Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 


7 suae oto (“eius” Vg). Presumably this 
change was intended to connect the pronoun 
with God the Father, as in voluntatis suae (vs. 5) 
and gratiae suae (vs. 6), though some ambiguity 
remains. Erasmus' rendering is the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


8 de qua ñs (“quae” Vg.). The Vulgate takes ñs, 
questionably, as the equivalent of ^. More 
straightforwardly, Lefèvre understood fs as the 
equivalent of ñv, quam, forming a direct object 
for Etrepiocevoev. 


8 vbertim nobis impartiuit trepiocevcey els ues 
("superabundauit in nobis" Vg.). For Erasmus' 
treatment of trepiocevw elsewhere, see on Rom. 
3,7. His deletion of the preposition in is more 
accurate: see Annot. The rendering of Lefèvre 
was abunde effudit in nos. 


9 patefacto nobis arcano yywpicas piv TO 
uucTüpiov (“vt notum faceret nobis sacra- 
mentum" Vg.) In Annot., Erasmus suggests 
that the Vulgate may reflect a different Greek 
text, which replaced yvopícas by yvwpioa 
(cf. yvopicon Tò puoThpiov at Eph. 6,19), with 
support from cod. 2105; cf. also yvcopesícot 
in codd. F G. For his treatment of yvwpifa 
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Kata thy  eübokíav attot, Trpo- 
£0cro èv atte Vc  oikovout- 
av ToU mqÀnpopearos TÓv Koaipów, 
évoKkepodaiwmoacbar Tà Távra èv 
TQ Xpiord, ta Te v Tolg où- 
pavois kal tà él tis yfig èv 
QUTO* "iy @ Kal &kAnpoén- 
MeV, TrpoopicOÉvres  KaTà mpóðeoiv 
ToU Tà qmrávra évepyoUvTos KaT 
Thy BouAdav ToU GeAtpatos avToU, 


10 avaxepadAaiwoacba A-C E: avexeparaiwoacbai D | te B-E: om. A | 


Tos A B D E: eepyouvtos C 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


iuxta beneplacitum suum: quod pro- 
posuerat in se ipso, "vsque ad 
dispensationem plenitudinis tempo- 
rum, vt summatim instauraret om- 
nia per Christum et quae in coelis 
sunt et quae in terra per eundem: 
"per quem et in sortem asciti su- 
mus, praedestinati secundum propo- 
situm ipsius: cuius vi fiunt vniuer- 
sa iuxta decretum voluntatis ipsius, 


11 evepyouv- 


10 vsque ad B-E: in.4 | per Christum B-E: in Christo 4 | prius et B-E: om. A | alt. quae B-E: 
om. A | pereundem B-E: inipsoA | 11 per quem B-E: in quoA | in sortem asciti B-E; sorte 
delecti 4 | praedestinati B-E: predestinati Æ | prius ipsius B-E: illius 4 


at other passages, see on 2 Cor. 8,1. This is 
the only instance where Erasmus uses arca- 
num for puothpiov, but in several places he 
substitutes mysterium for sacramentum, as at Eph. 
3,3, 9; 5,32; Col. 1,27; 1 Tim. 3,16; Ap. Iob. 17,7 
(1522), in accordance with Vulgate usage else- 
where. Inconsistently he retains sacramentum at 
Ap. lob. 1,20. In classical authors, the usual 
meaning of sacramentum was an "oath", and 
hence the word was unsuitable as a rendering 
of uvoTfipiov. In the 1516 edition, the spelling 
tov, for TÓ, was a typesetting error rather than 
a variant drawn from mss. The suggestion of 
Valla Annot. was that vt notum faceret nobis be 
replaced by faciens nobis notum (cf. the Jerome 
1516 text and lemma, notum nobis faciens), while 
Manetti put cum notum fecisset nobis, and Lefèvre 
cum nobis patefecit. The substitution of arcanum 
for sacramentum was proposed by Valla and 
Lefévre, whereas Ambrosiaster (1492), the Jerome 
1516 text and lemma, and Manetti, put myste 
rium. Cf. Valla Elegantiae, IV, 50, defining 
mysterium as “arcana quaedam res" (see also 
Erasmus Parapbr. in Eleg. Laur. Vallae, ASD 
I, 4, p. 278, I. 952). 


9 iuxta katk (“secundum” Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 


9 suum oxrToU ( eius" Vg.). This second instance 
of aúroŭ in this verse acquired its rough 
breathing in 1519; the first instance did not 


become avtot until 1522: see on Job. 2,21; 
Rom. 1,27. Erasmus, as usual, prefers a reflexive 
pronoun for referring back to the subject, in 
his Latin rendering. The pronoun eixs might 
otherwise be taken to refer to Christ. His ren- 
dering agrees with that of Ambrosiaster, Jerome 
Comm. (cited in Annot.), and also Valla Annot., 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 

9 quod proposuerat vrpot8ero (“quod proposuit" 
Vg.). The omission of ñv before mpoćðeTo, in 
conflict with all Erasmus’ Basle mss., and with 
his Latin rendering, was probably just another 
error of the 1516 typesetters, which remained 
uncorrected in the four later folio editions. For 
Erasmus’ preference for the pluperfect tense, 
see on Joh. 1,19. Cf. also Annot. The rendering 
of Lefèvre was quod praestatuit. 


9 se ipso aùt®& (“eo” Vg.). Erasmus preferred 
to interpret this pronoun in a reflexive sense, 
as referring to the Father, whereas the Vulgate 
relates it to Christ (or to sacramentum). See 
Annot. This interpretation was further empha- 
sised in 1519 by the insertion of a rough 
breathing in the Greek text: see on ovTov, 
above, and also on Zok. 2,21; Rom. 1,27. At this 
point, cod. 2815 adds ó @eds, with little other 
ms. support. Lefévre made the same change as 
Erasmus. 


10 vsque ad dispensationem eis oikovopiav (“in 
dispensatione” late Vg.; “in dispensationem” 
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1516 = some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate use of 
the ablative represents a scribal alteration within 
the Latin tradition, unsupported by Greek mss. 
To prevent a recurrence of this error, Erasmus 
in 1519 replaced in by vsque ad, which could 
only be accompanied by an accusative. See also 
on Job. 13,1, and Annot. Both Manetti and 
Lefèvre made the same change as Erasmus’ 
1516 edition. 


10 ot summatim | instauraret | &voxepaatc- 
cac8at (“instaurare” Vg.). Erasmus avoids the 
infinitive of purpose. For his rendering of the 
Greek verb, see on Rom. 13,9. As mentioned 
in Annot., Jerome Comm. advocated the use of 
recapitulo, a word which did not occur in clas- 
sical literature. Valla Annot. suggested using in 
summam (or ad caput, or ad capita) redigere, and 
Manetti vt instauraret. Lefèvre rendered this 
part of the sentence by ad omnia summatim in 
Christo colligenda. 


10 per Christum tv 14 Xpiot® (“in Christo” 
1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. Manetti put que 
(= quae) in Christo, possibly using a text which 
inserted td after mévta: cf. Erasmus Annot. 
For the word-order of Lefévre, see the previous 
note. 


10 et quae (1st.) t& Te ("quae" 1516 = Vg.). In 
1516, Erasmus omitted te, both in his Greek 
text and in Annot., in accordance with codd. 
2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816 
and most other mss. In 1519, his addition of 
te was drawn from cod. 3, with support from 
few mss. other than Xer and cod. 69. This 
weakly attested variant passed into the Textus 
Receptus. 


10 èv (2nd.). This word came from cod. 2815, 
in agreement with 2105, 28169", and also 
or A and many later mss. The reading of 
codd. 1, 2816*, 2817 and many other mss., 
commencing with P* N * B D, is &rrí, which 
was the reading cited in 1516 Annot. 


10 sunt et quae in terra Kai Tà Errl Tis yfis (“et 
quae in terra sunt” Vg.; "sunt et in terra" 1516 
Lat.). The position of sunt is not affected by the 
Greek text, which lacks a verb. For Erasmus' 
preference for an earlier position for sum, see 
on Rom. 2,27. His 1519 edition has the same 
wording as Ambrosiaster. 


10 per eundem tv owtd (“in ipso" 1516  Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,17 for per. By substituting eun- 
dem, Erasmus relates the pronoun more clearly 
to Christ. See Annot., and also Resp. ad annot. 
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Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, p. 240, ll. 11-19. The version 
of Lefèvre put in ipso sunt. 

11 per quem èv @ (“in quo" 1516 = Vg). See 
again on Rom. 1,17. 

11 et xai (“etiam nos" Vg. 1527). The 1527 
Vulgate column follows the Froben editions of 
1491 and 1514. Other late Vulgate editions, 
including the Vulgate column of Lefèvre, had 
etiam et nos. The Vulgate lemma of Valla Annot. 
had et nos. The word mos lacks explicit Greek 
ms. support, and its omission was proposed by 
Valla and Lefévre. Erasmus’ rendering was the 
same as that of the Jerome 1516 text and 
lemma. The earlier Vulgate and the version of 
Lefévre had etiam. 


11 in sortem asciti sumus &Nrpoo0nusv (“sorte 
vocati sumus" Vg.; "sorte delecti sumus" 1516). 
The Vulgate wording seems to combine the 
sense of two distinct Greek verbs, &Anpc6n- 
uev and &AnOnquev. The reading &AT\Onuev is 
found in codd. A D F°" G. The use of in sortem 
was also suggested by Valla Annot. As indicated 
by Erasmus in Zzzot., Ambrosiaster had sortiti 
sumus. The rendering of Lefèvre was in haereditatis 
consortium vocati sumus. 

11 ipsius (1st) roO (“eius” Vg; "illius" 1516). 
Erasmus substitutes the reflexive pronoun in 
1519, to refer more clearly to the Father. 


11 cuius vi fiunt vniuersa ToO TH Trávra. Èvep- 
yoUvros (“qui operatur omnia” late Vg.). For 
Erasmus' avoidance of operor, see on Rom. 7,5, 
and Annot. At 1 Cor. 12,6 (1519), he renders 
évepydv ta Travia by efficiens omnia. At the 
present passage, by comparison, he adopts an 
elaborate periphrasis. For vminersus, see on Iob. 
8,2; Act. 5,34. Erasmus’ replacement of omnia 
by vniuersa corresponds with the Jerome 1516 
text and lemma. Lefévre put qui omnia operatur, 
as in the earlier Vulgate. 


11 iuxta kocr& (“secundum” Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. Manetti anticipated this change, while 
Lefévre put per. 

11 decretum thv BouAty (“consilium” Vg.). At 
all other N.T. instances of BovAh, Erasmus 
uses consilium, which was also the normal usage 
of the Vulgate. Further, decretum was elsewhere 
reserved for rendering 8óypa and Soypati- 
Coua. 

11 ipsius (2nd.) avtot ("suae" Vg.). Once again 
the use of ipse refers back, more remotely, to 
the subject of imstauro in vs. 10, i.e. to God the 
Father. 
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eis Tò eivai tds els &rroivov Tfjg 5- 
Ens attot, Tous mponàmikóras év TÓ 
XpiorÀ, Bev c xol Opes, dxovoavtes 
Tov Aóyov Tijs dAnGeias, TO elayyéAlov 
Tis ocrnpías Yay, iv © kal rrioTEU- 
oavtes éoppayícOn e TH TrvevpaTi TÄS 
étrayyeAlas TH &yíc, Ss tory &ppa- 
Bow Tis KAnpovonias fiucv, eis &rroAU- 
TPWOIV Tfjs TrepITroitjcEns, eis ETraivov 
THs óns avo. 

5 Aid toUTo Kéryc éKxovoas Thv Kad’ 
Uyas | triotiv £v TH Kupio 'Incoó, Kai 
thy a&ydarny Thv elc mrávras tous &yí- 
ous, ov maUouor evyapiotdv Ürrip 
Gudy, pveiav Uyddy TroioUpevos Erri TOV 
Tpocevydv pou, iva ó Beds Tot ku- 
piou fjuów 'InooU Xpiotot, ó trathp 
Tfj S6Ens Swn Üuiv TveUpa copias 
Koi &rrokaA usos, év &mryvooe auTou, 


13 uueis D E: nueis A-C 
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"vt simus nos in laudem gloriae illi- 
us: qui priores sperauimus in Chris- 
to, Pin quo speratis et vos, audi- 
to verbo veritatis, euangelio salutis 
vestrae: in quo etiam posteaquam cre- 
didistis, obsignati estis spiritu pro- 
missionis sancto, "qui est arrabo 
haereditatis nostrae, in redemptio- 
nem acquisitae possessionis, in lau- 
dem gloriae ipsius. 

15 Quapropter et ego quum audis- 
sem eam | quae in vobis est fidem 
in domino Iesu, et charitatem in om- 
nes sanctos, non desino gratias 
agere pro vobis: mentionem vestri 
faciens in precibus meis, "vt deus 
domini nostri lesu Christi, pater 
gloriae det vobis spiritum sapientiae 
et reuelationis, per agnitionem sui, 


13 speratis et vos A D E: speramus et nos BC | 14 ipsius B-E: suae Æ | 16 precibus B-E: 
orationibus 4 | 17 per agnitionem B-E: in cognitione 4 


12 vt simus nos... qui tis TO elvan Tas ... TOUS 
(“vt simus ... nos qui" late Vg.). Erasmus is 
more literal as to the word-order. Lefévre had 
vt nos simus ... qui. 


12 gloriae ti\5 56€ns. The addition of tis was 
in accordance with codd. 2815 and 2817, to- 
gether with cod. A and a few later mss. This 
reading hereafter remained in the Textus Receptus. 
In codd. 1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss., 
commencing with P? N B D F G, rfjs is 
omitted. 


12 illius otro (“eius” Vg.). Erasmus uses illius 
to provide a more emphatic contrast with the 
preceding zos. Manetti put suae. 


12 qui priores sperauimus Tous TPONÀATIKÓTAS 
(“qui ante sperauimus" Vg.). Erasmus wishes, 
no doubt, to prevent the phrase from being 
misinterpreted as meaning "who previously 


believed", which might have implied that they 
used to believe but no longer did so. C£. Annot. 
The version of Lefévre made the same change 
as Erasmus. 


13 speratis et vos ... vestrae «od Üpeis ... Uuddv 
(“et vos ... vestrae" Vg; "speramus et nos ... 
vestrae" 1519-22). By adding a verb, Erasmus 
aims to produce a clearer sense. His Greek text 
of 1516-22, xai fjueis ... Uudsv, was derived 
from cod. 2817, supported by cod. 2816, with 
Naor A and some later mss. The 1516 Greek 
text conflicted with the accompanying Latin 
version, in which the use of vos and vestrae 
(following the Vulgate) corresponds with koi 
Uyeis ... Guddv in codd. 2105 and 2815, together 
with p* N 9 B D F G and most other mss. 
In 1516-22 Annot., Erasmus deals with this pas- 
sage in a confusing manner. After citing vos in 
the lemma, and Upeis as the corresponding 


LB 836 


EPISTOLA AD EPHESIOS 112-17 
Greek text, he announces "apud Graecos pri- 
mum esse personam, non secundam, nos et 
nostrae". The latter statement implied that, in- 
stead of xai Wyeis ... Guddv, his Greek mss. had 
«oi fuels ... Tuddv, a reading which was offered 
by cod. 1 and Lefévre Comm. In 1527, Erasmus 
removed the confusion by adding "in nonnullis 
codicibus" after "Graecos" in Annot., and by 
restoring Upels and vos to his Greek and Latin 
texts. This change may have been partly influ- 
enced by the Complutensian Polyglot, whose 
testimony is cited in 1527 Annot. Both Manetti 
and Lefévre had et nos ... vestrae, without adding 
speramus. 


13 audito verbo .. euangelio &kovoavtes TOV 
Adyov ... TO evayyéAiov (“cum audissetis 
verbum ... euangelium" Vg.). Erasmus alters the 
construction from active to passive, and thereby 
avoids having to decide whether to use the first 
or second person in the verb. His translation 
resembles Jerome Comm., which had audito 
verbo ... euangelii. Manetti put cum audissemus 
verbum ... euangelium, and Lefèvre audiuimus 
sermonem ... quod est euangelium. 


13 etiam «ai ("et" Vg.). See on Job. 6,36. 


13 posteaquam credidistis motevoavtes (“creden- 
tes" Vg.). Greek aorist. See Annot. 


13 obsignati estis kopparyloOryre ("signati estis" 
Vg.). See on Job. 3,33, and Annot. 

13 spiritu TŒ Trvespornt. Cod. 2815* omitted 
these words. Another hand, not that of Eras- 
mus, added &v T in 2815" (probably followed 
by the shortened form of tvevpon, though 
this word was later cut off when the ms. was 
rebound). 

14 arrabo &ppapov (“pignus” Vg.) See on 
2 Cor. 5,5. In Annot., Erasmus ascribes his 
revised rendering to Jerome Comm. The same 
change was made by Lefèvre. 


14 acquisitae possessionis Tfjs 1repirrotfjoecos (“ac- 
quisitionis” Vg.). The Vulgate noun acquisitio 
was relatively uncommon in classical usage, 
and could be understood as referring to the act 
of acquiring something, rather than denoting 
the thing which had been acquired. Cf. Annot. 
The use of possessio was suggested by Jerome 
Comm. 


14 ipsius orto (“suae” 1516). In 1519, Erasmus 
reverted to the Vulgate wording. The pronoun 
suae might not otherwise have been understood 
to refer to the glory of the Father. Manetti's 
version omitted in laudem gloriae ipsius. 
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15 Quapropter Aik totto (“Propterea” Vg.). 
See on Act. 10,29. Lefévre had Propter quod 
in his translation, though in Lefévre Comm., 
Propter quod was cited as the Vulgate lemma, 
and Propter boc was proposed as the revised 
rendering. 


15 quum audissem &xoUcas (“audiens” Vg). 
Greek aorist. See Annot. A similar change was 
made by Manetti, who put cum ego audissem for 
et ego, audiens. 


15 eam quae in vobis est fidem tiv Kab’ Gras 
ariotiv ("fidem vestram quae est” Vg.). Erasmus 
seeks to convey the sense of the Greek preposi- 
tional phrase more precisely. The Jerome 1516 
text and lemma, and also Lefèvre, put fidem 
vestram, omitting quae est. 


15 domino to kupico ("Christo" late Vg.). The 
late Vulgate substitution has little Greek ms. 
support, except that cod. D* adds Xpic roO and 
codd. F G add Xpiot, after kupio “Inood. 
Erasmus' rendering agrees with the earlier Vul- 
gate, Ambrosiaster, Jerome Comm. and Lefèvre. 


15 charitatem viv &y my ( dilectionem" Vg.). 
See on Job. 13,35. 


16 desino gratias agere TavoRa eUyapio TOv 
("cesso gratias agens" Vg.). A similar substitution 
of desino occurs at Col. 1,9; Hebr. 10,2. More 
often Erasmus retains cesso, In Latin usage, it 
is more natural for either desino or cesso to be 
followed by an infinitive than by a participle: 
see on Act. 5,42, and see also Annot. The use 
of cesso gratias agere was mentioned as an alter- 
native by Jerome Comm., and was adopted by 
Lefévre. 


16 mentionem yvsíav ("memoriam" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,9, and Annot. 


16 precibus t&v pootuyów (“orationibus” 
1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,10. 


17 per agnitionem tv Emvyvece (“in agnitio- 
nem" late Vg; "in cognitione" 1516). See on 
Rom. 1,17. The late Vulgate rendering, which 
would imply a Greek text having els &rrtyvoo- 
civ, is unsupported by Greek mss., and repre- 
sents a scribal alteration of the earlier Vulgate 
wording, in agnitione. See Annot. The rendering 
of Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus’ 
1516 edition. 


17 sui otyroO (“eius” Vg.). By using the reflexive 
pronoun, Erasmus makes clear that it refers to 
the Father, rather than to Christ. Lefévre again 
made the same change. Manetti had suam. 
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Brrepwtiopévous Tous óg0oApoUs TÄS 
Siavotas Uydov, sis TO si6évoi yas tis 
éotiw fj éAtris Tis KAtjoews aùTtoŬ, Kai 
Tis ó TrAOUTOS Tis óns Tfjs KAnpovo- 
pias avtot £v tois &ylois, Kal ti Tò 
UtrepBaAAov péyebos Tis Suvduews aù- 
TOU cis fas, Tous motevovTas Kar 
Thy évépyeiav ToU kpé&rous Tis loyvos 
aUToU, ? fv évépynoev tv TH Xpiotd, 
éyeipas avtov Ek vekpóv, kal Exd@icev èv 
6eE1& ato èv Tois étroupaviois, 7! Urrep- 
ávw Tráons å&pxñs Kai £&ovoías kai Su- 
vópecos Kal KUPIOTNTOS, Kai TravTds óvó- 
Matos òvopağčopévou, où póvov v TÓ 
aidvi toute, &AA&à koi év TH péAAovTI. 
Z2 «oi Trávra UTréra£ev Utd Tous rróBag 
aÙTOoŬ' kai aUTóv ÉBcke KeEpaAty UTEP 


18 TeQoricuevous A-C: Tegoricuevous D E 


vexpoov B-E: vo vekpov 4 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


illuminatos oculos mentis vestrae: 
vt sciatis quae sit spes ad quam 
ille vocauit, et quam opulenta glo- 
ria haereditatis illius in sanctis, Pet 
quae sit excellens magnitudo po- 
tentiae illius in nos, qui credimus 
secundum efficaciam roboris forti- 
tudinis eius, ™quam exercuit in 
Christo, quum  suscitaret eum ex 
mortuis, et sedere fecit ad dextram 
suam in coelestibus, supra om- 
nem principatum ac potestatem et 
virtutem et dominium et omne no- 
men quod nominatur, non solum 
in seculo hoc, verum etiam in futu- 
ro. Et omnia subiecit sub pedes 
illius, et eum dedit caput super 


| 20 evepynoev C-E: evnpynoev A B | 


18 ad quam ille vocauit B-E: vocationis eius/4 | 19 nos, qui credimus B-E: vos qui creditis A | 
efficaciam A B D E: efficatiam C | 20 ex B-E:aA | ad dextram suam B-E: in dextra sua A. | 
21 seculo C-E: saeculo 4 B | 22 eum B-E: ipsum 4 


18 mentis vestrae rfjg Biavoias Uudv ("cordis 
vestri" Vg.). In adopting S:avoias, Erasmus 
follows cod. 2817, together with a few other 
late mss. In codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816 and 
most other mss., commencing with P* N A 
B D F G, &iavoíos is replaced by kapõias, 
agreeing with the Vulgate (cod. 1 has fis kap- 
Bias fjudv) See Annot. The weakly attested 
variant used by Erasmus passed into the Textus 
Receptus. 

18 ad quam ille vocauit tijg «Atjoecos aùÙtoŬ 
("vocationis eius" 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus simpli- 
fies the meaning for the sake of intelligibility. 
In rendering Atriði Ts kArjoecos Uv at Eph. 
44, he left spe vocationis vestrae unaltered. Manetti 
put vocationis suae at the present passage. 

18 quam opulenta gloria tis ó tTAoUTOS Tis 
8dEns (“quae diuitiae gloriae" Vg.). Erasmus 
substitutes a clearer expression, alleviating 
the sequence of genitives, though no longer 


conveying the parallelism of the Greek sen- 
tence structure. In cod. 2815, Tfjg 56Ens is 
omitted. 


18 ¿lius aùtoŭ (“eius” Vg.) Erasmus once 
again prefers the more emphatic form of the 
pronoun, to refer to God the Father. Manetti 
put suae. 


19 excellens StepB&AAOV ("superueniens" Vg. 
1527; "supereminens" Annot., lemma = Vg. mss.). 
The 1527 Vulgate column follows the Froben 
Vulgate of 1514. Cf. on Rom. 13,1; 2 Cor. 3,10, 
and Annot. The version of Lefèvre had super- 
excellens, and Manetti supereminens. 


19 potentiae tis Guvápecos (“virtutis” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,4. Lefèvre had potestatis. 


19 illius cyroU ( eius" Vg.). The same change 
occurred in vs. 18. Here, the more emphatic 
pronoun heightens the contrast with the follow- 
ing mos. Manetti again substituted suae. 
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19 nos, qui credimus fju&c, TOUS Tic TEUovTOS 
(“vos qui creditis" 1516 Lat). The 1516 ren- 
dering agrees with that of Ambrosiaster, reflec- 
ting the substitution of ópágs for uðs, as in 
codd. D* F G and a few other mss., including 
cod. 69. Lefèvre had nobis qui credimus. 


19 efficaciam Tiv ivépyeiav. (“operationem” 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 12,10, and Annot. 


19 roboris fortitudinis tod kp&rous THs loyvos 
(“potentiae virtutis" Vg.). In rendering kpétos 
elsewhere, a similar substitution of robur for 
potentia occurs at Le. 1,51 (1519); Col. 1,11 
(1516 only). Erasmus also uses robur for ious 
at Eph. 6,10; 2 Petr. 2,11. In rendering foyus 
elsewhere, he replaces virtus by fortitudo at 
2 Thess. 1,9. See Annot. The versions of Ambro- 
siaster and Lefévre had potentiae fortitudinis. 


20 exercuit tvépynoev ("operatus est" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 7,5, and Annot. The spelling évépynoev, 
used in 1522-35, also appeared in 1516 Annot. 
and possibly in cod. 2817". In 1519-35 Annot., 
and in the 1516-19 Greek text, the word was 
spelled more correctly as &vjpynotv, as found 
in most mss. In codd. A B and a few later mss., 
it is évtipynkev. 


20 Christo 1G Xpiotd ("Christo Iesu" late 
Vg.. The late Vulgate addition of Jesu lacks 
Greek ms. support. Erasmus has the same ren- 
dering as the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, the 
Jerome 1516 text, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


20 quum suscitaret &ysipag (“suscitans” Vg.). 
Greek aorist. See Annot. The rendering of 
Lefèvre was is qui suscitauit. 


20 eum aùTtóv ("illum" Vg.). Whereas Erasmus 
had used Ze... illius ... illius in vss. 18-19 to 
refer to the Father, he now uses the less em- 
phatic pronoun to refer to Christ. The same 
change was made by Lefévre, while Manetti had 
ipsum. 


20 ex ix (“a” 1516 = Vg.). See on Iob. 2,22. 


20 vekpóv. In 1516, Erasmus had Tv vexpdov 
from codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1 and 
2816, with 38/6 and many later mss. In 1519, 
he omitted T&v, in company with codd. 3 and 
2105, and also $ A B D F G and many other 
mss. 


20 sedere fecit &&&osv ("constituens" Vg.). The 
Vulgate may reflect the substitution of kaði- 
cas, as in 397** & A B and about fifty later 
mss., including some which have kaðńoas and 
some which add aùrtóv (as in N$ A). Erasmus 
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follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2105, 2816 and about 500 other mss., com- 
mencing with D F G (see Aland Die Paulini- 
schen Briefe vol. 3, pp. 363-6). His rendering was 
identical with a suggestion offered by Lefévre 
Comm., though the continuous text of Lefévre’s 
translation had sedere eum fecit. In Annot., typi- 
cally, Erasmus made no mention of Lefévre 
at this point, but cited sedere eum faciens from 
Jerome Comm. The version of Manetti had 
constituit. 


20 ad dextram suam èv Beis aot (“in dextra 
sua" 1516). The version of 1516 attempted to 
be more literally accurate, but in 1519 Eras- 
mus reverted to the Vulgate wording: see on 
Rom. 8,34. For the rough breathing on adtod, 
introduced in 1519, see on Joh. 2,21; Rom. 1,27. 
Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus' 
1516 edition, though in Comm. he had dextera 
in place of dextra. 

21 supra Wrrepdveo (“super” Vg. 1527) The 
1527 Vulgate column followed the Froben 
Vulgate of 1514. Lefévre had supra both in his 
Vulgate text and in his own Latin translation, 
while Manetti put super. See on Iob. 3,31. 


21 ac Kai (“et” Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. Manetti 
made the same change. 


21 dominium «upidtntos (“dominationem” 
Vg.). Erasmus considered that dominium better 
conveyed the sense of authority and "ius pos- 
sidentis", whereas dominatio had an unsuitably 
pejorative sense, referring to a tyrannical or 
despotic exercise of power: see his Apolog. resp. 
lac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 204, ll. 666-672, 
and also 1522 Annot., both responding to the 
objections of Stunica. Cf. his substitution of 
dominium exerceo for dominor in rendering xata- 
KupieUco at Mc. 10,42; 1 Petr. 5,3 (1519). 


21 seculo boc t6 aidvi toute ("hoc saeculo" 
Vg.) Erasmus follows the Greek word-order 
more literally. 


21 verum &d& ("sed" Vg.). See on Iob. 15,24. 


22 pedes tous móðaş (“pedibus” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 7,14, and Annot. 


22 illus .. eum aùÙùTtoŬ ... avtdév (“eius .. 
ipsum" Vg; "illius ... ipsum" 1516). Erasmus 
no doubt wished to make clear that these pro- 
nouns refer to Christ rather than to the Father, 
and that the Father is the subject of subiecit and 
dedit. For the removal of ipse, see also on Rom. 
1,20. Manetti put suts ... ipsum, and Lefèvre efus 
. €um. 
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Távra TH BkAnoig, frs tori tò 
cya aUToU, TO TAÀTjpoga ToU Tráv- 
Ta èv Tr&ci TrÀmpounpévov. 


Kai óp&s Svtas vexpous Tois ma- 

permTépgaci Kal ois é&uaptiats, 
?tv als mote mepiemathoate xarà 
Tov aldva tol Kdoyuou ToUTOU, KQ- 
Tà Tov Gpxovta Tíjs é&ovoías | ToU 
éépos, ToU TrveUuaTos ToU viv évep- 
yoUvTos èv Toig viois Tfjg dtreiGeias, 
3éy ols kal ueis Trávtes Aveo rpátn- 
Mév mote, èv Tods émiOuplats TÄS oap- 
KOS fiuów, TrotoUvTes TK BeAńuaTa TÄS 
capkKós Kal Tów Siavoidv, Kal fpev 
TÉékva qUc& Ópyf|s, as Kai of Aormof. 


2,3 emOupioas B-E: emOupias A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


omnia ipsi ecclesiae, quae est 
corpus illius, complementum eius 
qui omnia in omnibus adimplet. 
Et vos quum essetis mortui 
delictis ac peccatis, in qui- 
bus aliquando — ambulastis iuxta 
seculum mundi huius, iuxta prin- 
cipem cui poltestas est aeris, 
et spiritus nunc agentis in filiis 
contumacibus: inter quos et nos 
omnes  conuersabamur aliquando 
in concupiscentiis carnis nostrae, 
facientes quae carni ac menti 
libebant, et eramus natura filii 
irae, quemadmodum et caeteri. 


22 ipsi B-E: om. A | 23 complementum B-E: plenitudo 4 
2,1 ac B-E: etA | 2 seculum C-E: saeculum 4 B | cui potestas est B-E: potestatis/A | et spiritus 
nunc agentis E; qui est spiritus, nunc agens 4-D | contumacibus B-E: inobedientiae A | 3 quae 


.. libebant B-E: voluntates carnis, et mentium 4 


22 omnia ipsi ecclesiae mávra Ti) EKKAnoig 
(“omnem ecclesiam" late Vg.; “omnia ecclesiae" 
1516 = Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate rendering is 
unsupported by Greek mss. and probably repre- 
sents a scribal alteration within the Latin tradi- 
tion. In 1519, Erasmus added ipsi, to indicate 
that ecclesiae was a dative and not a genitive. See 
Annot. This passage was placed among the Loca 
Obscura. The word-order of Valla Annot. and 
Lefévre was super omnia caput dedit ecclesiae. 


23 illius atrtot (“ipsius” Vg.). Erasmus again 
wanted the pronoun to be understood as refer- 
ring to Christ. See on vs. 22, and on Rom. 1,20. 
Manetti put suum, and Lefèvre eius. 


23 complementum TO mMipowa (“et plenitu- 
do" late Vg.; “plenitudo” 1516 = Vg. mss.). The 
late Vulgate addition of et lacks support from 
Greek mss. For Erasmus’ treatment of TrA1- 
popa elsewhere, see on Rom. 13,10. By using 
the neuter noun, complementum, he retains the 
ambiguity of the Greek wording, as to whether 


it is nominative (referring to the church or the 
body of Christ), or accusative (referring, more 
remotely, to Christ himself). In Annot., Erasmus 
prefers the latter interpretation. Manetti had 
the same rendering as Erasmus’ 1516 edition, 
along with the earlier Vulgate. 


23 wavta. In omitting t& before Trávra, 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817. Virtually 
all other mss., together with Lefèvre Comm., 
have Tà Trávra. In Annot., Erasmus cites both 
readings, without discussion of the discrepancy. 
Hereafter the Textus Receptus never reinstated 
the missing word. 

23 adimplet vAvpovuévou (“adimpletur” Vg.). 
The Greek participle can be interpreted in 
either an active or a passive sense. Erasmus 
prefers the former: see Annot. This change was 
anticipated by Manetti, while Lefèvre put im- 
pletur. 


2,1 vos Guas ("vos conuiuificauit" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate addition lacks Greek ms. 
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support, and was taken from vs. 5 in order 
to explain the accusative pronoun. In Annot., 
Erasmus suggests that vos could alternatively 
be taken as the object of dedit in Eph. 1,22, an 
interpretation which was favoured by Lefévre. 
This passage is also listed in the Quae Sint 
Addita. In omitting conuiuificauit, Erasmus agreed 
with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, the Je- 
rome 1516 text and lemma, Manetti and Lefévre 
(both columns). 


1 ac xal (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Iob. 1,25. 


1 peccatis tañs &papríong ("peccatis vestris" 
Vg.). The Vulgate reflects the addition of Updv, 
as in P“ N (B) D F G and a few other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other late mss. 
In Annot., he argues from the context that 
Gud is redundant here. This is one of several 
passages in the present chapter where the text 
of some early mss. may have suffered from 
interpretative additions by scribes cf. the 
repetition of elprivnv in vs. 17, and of éoté 
in vs. 19. Manetti made the same change as 
Erasmus. 


2 iuxta (twice) kot& ("secundum" Vg.). See on 
Act. 13,23. Manetti had iuxta ... secundum. 


2 cui potestas est Ti\s É&ovoías (“potestatis” 1516 
— Vg.). Erasmus seeks to provide a more intelli- 
gible meaning. See Annot. The passage is listed 
among the Loca Obscura. — 


2 aeris, et spiritus nunc agentis tol &épos, ToU 
TrveUpacros TOU vv EvepyoUvTos ("aeris huius 
spiritus qui nunc operatur" Vg.; "aeris, qui est 
spiritus, nunc agens" 1516-27). The Vulgate ad- 
dition of huius corresponds with the substitu- 
tion of ToUTou for ToU before trvevpatos in 
codd. F G, but probably arose from a desire 
to prevent spiritus from being mistaken here as 
a reference to the Holy Spirit. Erasmus' additions 
of qui est in 1516, and et in 1535, were similarly 
designed to clarify the connection between 
&pyovTa, dépos and trvevpatos. A problem 
with qui est is that it could refer either to 
principem or to aeris. See Annot. For the removal 
of operor, see on Rom. 7,5. The word huius was 
omitted by the Jerome 1516 text, Manetti and 
Lefèvre. Inaccurately, Lefèvre also changed aeris 
into an adjective, aerei. 


2 filis tois viois (“filios” Vg. Erasmus is 
more accurate here. See Annot. His wording is 
the same as that of Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 
1516 text, and Lefévre. 
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2 contumacibus vis &meitelag (“diffidentiae” 
Vg.; “inobedientiae” 1516). A similar substitu- 
tion of inobedtentiae occurs at Eph. 5,6 (1516 
only), though at that passage Erasmus prefers 
inobedientes in 1519. In rendering the similar 
phrase tots vious Tfjg dtreiBelas at Col. 3,6, 
he replaces filios incredulitatis with filios intrac- 
tabile. One problem with the Vulgate word, 
diffidentia, is that it meant a lack of confi- 
dence rather than a lack of belief. At Rom. 
11,30, 32; Hebr. 4,6, 11, Erasmus retains in- 
credulitas for the same Greek word. His sub- 
stitution of adjective for noun was intended 
to produce a clearer sense. In vs. 3, by con- 
trast, he left filii irae unaltered. In Annot. on 
the present passage, he attributes contumaci- 
bus to Cyprian (apparently a loose reference 
to Cyprian’s use of contumaciae for &reielag 
at Eph. 5,6: see Annot. ad loc). In classical 
usage, the more common meaning of contu- 
max was "stubborn" rather than "disobedient". 
Valla Annot. proposed that diffidentia should 
be replaced by incredulitas, inobedientia or ob- 
stinatio. 


3 inter quos &v ol; ("in quibus" Vg.). See on 
lob. 15,24. Lefèvre made the same change. 


3 conuersabamur aliquando &vsopáqmyu£v mots 
("aliquando conuersati sumus" Vg.). Erasmus 
is more precise as to the word-order, though 
his use of the imperfect tense had regard to the 
context rather than the literal sense of the 
Greek aorist. The Jerome 1516 text and Lefévre 
put conuersati sumus aliquando. 


3 concupiscentiis vois ErriBuplois ("desideriis" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 13,14. Lefévre made the same 
change. 


3 quae carni ac menti libebant tà BeAńpata TAS 
capkós kai àv Siavoidv (voluntatem carnis 
et cogitationum" late Vg. and many Vg. mss., 
with Vg; "voluntates carnis, et mentium" 
1516). Erasmus is more accurate in giving a 
plural rendering of 6&Xuarra. As indicated in 
Annot., his use of mentium in 1516 was prompted 
by Jerome Comm. In 1519, probably disliking 
the apparent strangeness of voluntates ... mentium, 
he changed the grammatical structure, so as to 
achieve a more elegant phrase. Some Vulgate 
mss. (with Vg*), the Jerome 1516 text, and 
Manetti and Lefévre, had voluntates in place of 
voluntatem. 


3 quemadmodum ors (“sicut” Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,13. 
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^6 B& Beds TrAoUc105 Öv èv &Aén, Sià Thy 
TOAAnY &yámmvy aUroÜU ñv tydtnoev 
Huds, kai óvras fju&s vexpous ois Ta- 
pomrtapaci, cuvewotroinge TH XpioTó* 
Xéprrí tote ceowopévor fral ouvtyyel- 
pe, Kal ouvekáðioev év Tos étroupavi- 
ois èv Xpiot® “Incot, "iva évSelEntar 
iv Toig aido1 Toig émrepyopévois Tov 
UtrepBG&AAOvTA TrAoUTOV Tij; xÁprros 
auto èv ypnotoTnti ép! fas èv Xpi- 
ot 'InooU. TÄ yap xápıti éote os- 
owoptvor Sic THs Trío TES, Kal ToUTO 
ovK i£ Updv. deo tò SHpov, %ovK 
¿E Épycv, iva pt Tis Kavuytontat. 
Pattot yap spev moina, kric8Év- 
tes èv Xpior& "IncoU mi čpyois &ya- 
Bois, ols mrpontoipacey ó 9&ós, iva èv 
autos Teprrrar|ooopev. 


5 seruati B-E: saluati A | 


7 in seculis superuenientibus B-E: om. A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


*Sed deus qui diues est in misericor- 
dia, propter multam charitatem suam 
qua dilexit nos, etiam quum essemus 
mortui per delicta, conuiuificauit nos 
vna cum Christo: per gratiam estis 
seruati, simulque cum eo resusci- 
tauit, et simul cum eo sedere fecit 
inter coelestes, in Christo Iesu, "vt 
ostenderet in seculis superuenientibus 
eminentem opulentiam gratiae suae, 
benignitate erga nos per Christum 
Iesum. *Gratia enim estis seruati per 
fidem, idque non ex vobis. Dei do- 
num est, ?non ex operibus, ne quis 
glorietur. 'Nam ipsius sumus opus, 
conditi in Christo lesu ad opera 
bona quae praeparauit deus, vt in 
eis ambularemus. 


benignitate B-E: 


in benignitate A | per Christum Iesum B-E: in Christo Iesu 4 | 8 seruati B-E: saluati | 


10 opus C-E: figmentum 4 B 


4 Sed deus & 5& Oebs ("deus autem" Vg.). See 
on Joh. 1,26, and Annot. The same change was 
made by Lefèvre. 


4 multam oXNMv (“nimiam” Vg.). As poin- 
ted out in Annot., nimiam implies something 
which is immoderate or excessive. Erasmus' 
adoption of multam agreed with Ambrosiaster, 
the Jerome 1516 text, Valla Annot., Manetti and 
Lefévre. 


5 etiam xai (“et” Vg.). See on Job. 6,36, and 
Annot. In the present context, the required 
: en » « 
meaning is “even when" rather than “also 
when". Lefévre began the sentence with Cum 
etiam, whereas Manetti left kai untranslated. 


5 per delicta rois Tapamtapaci (“peccatis” 
Vg.). By using per, Erasmus seeks to avoid the 
possibility that mortui peccatis might be taken 
to mean "dead unto sins" rather than "dead 
through sins". In the different context of vs. 1, 
the same Greek expression could, in Erasmus' 
opinion, be legitimately interpreted in either 
sense. See Annot. on vss. 1 and 5. Further, the 
use of delicta produces consistency with the 


rendering of mapárrwpa in vs. 1. There is 
no need to suppose that the Vulgate is here 
based on a different Greek text, such as Tais 
é&uaptios (offered by cod. D*), for there are 
other passages where the Vulgate translates 
TapáT Toa. by peccatum: at Mt. 6,14-15; Mc. 
11,25-6; Eph. 1,7. See also on Rom. 4,25. Lefévre 
put delictis. 

5 vna cum Christo v Xpiot® (“in Christo" 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of iz cor- 
responds with the insertion of v before 1 
in P“ B. For Erasmus’ use of vna cum, see 
on Act. 1,22. See also Annot. The rendering of 
Lefévre was cum Christo. The earlier Vulgate, the 
Jerome 1516 text, Manetti, and Lefévre’s Vulgate 
column, had just Christo. 

5 per gratiam yapiti ("cuius gratia” late Vg. 
and many Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate corres- 
ponds with the reading of o ti xóprm in 
cod. D* or o& xáprri in codd. F G, though 
it is probably no more than a matter of 
translation, with a view to connecting y&piti 
with the preceding words. Cf. Annot. Again 
Erasmus seeks to clarify the instrumental sense 
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of the Greek dative by using per. The earlier 
Vulgate, the Jerome 1516 text, Manetti and 
Lefèvre had Gratia, omitting cuins. 


5 seruati ceowopévor (“saluati” 1516 = Vg.) 
See on Joh. 3,17. Manetti and Lefèvre both had 
the word-order saluati estis. 


6 simulque cum eo resuscitauit xod ouviyyeipe (“et 
conresuscitauit” Vg.). The Vulgate verb does 
not exist in classical usage. For Erasmus’ use 
of simul, see on Rom. 2,15. In Annot, he 
suggests pariter cum illo suscitauit (cf. the 1492 
edition of Ambrosiaster, et simul suscitauit). 


6 simul cum eo sedere fecit ouveká&oev ("consedere 
fecit" Vg.). The verb consedeo is not found in 
classical authors. See Annot. For simul, see again 
on Rom. 2,15. Erasmus’ rendering resembles 
the Jerome 1516 text and lemma, which had 
simulque fecit sedere (cf. also Ambrosiaster, simul 
sedere collocauit). In Lefévre’s version (but not in 
Comm.), considere replaced consedere. 


6 inter coelestes v Toig Etroupaviois (“in coe- 
lestibus” Vg.). See on Joh. 15,24. 


7 in seculis superuententibus tv tois aidoi Tois 
Errepyopévois (1516 Lat. omits). The 1516 omis- 
sion, in conflict with the accompanying Greek 
text, does not seem to have been prompted by 
ms. authority, and was probably not intended 
by Erasmus. 


7 eminentem opulentiam tov STrepBdAAovTA 
TÀoUrov (“abundantes diuitias" Vg.). See on 
2 Cor. 3,10 for eminens. Erasmus further sub- 
stitutes opulentia for druitiae at Col. 2,2 (1519). 
Usually he retains diuitiae for twAoUtos. In 
Lefévre Comm., the rendering was supereminen- 
tes diuitias (in his main text, supereminentes was 
mistakenly omitted). 


7 benignitate tv ypnotétnt: (“in bonitate" 
Vg.; “in benignitate" 1516). See on Job. 1,26. 
Erasmus’ use of in benignitate in 1516 is identi- 
cal with the rendering of Lefévre, though in 
1522 Annot. this wording is attributed solely 
to Augustine Contra Faustum XI, 8 (CSEL 25, 
p. 327). 


7 erga tp’ (“super” Vg.). See on Act. 3,25, and 
Annot. 

7 per Christum lesum tv Xpiot® “Inoot (“in 
Christo Iesu" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 


8 enim yop. In Annot., Erasmus implies that 
some Greek mss. omit yóp, though it is pres- 
ent in all his Basle mss. The version of Lefévre 
began the sentence with Nam gratia. 
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8 seruati ceawopévor ("saluati" 1516 = Vg). 
See on Job. 3,17. 


8 idque kai totto (“et hoc" Vg). See on 
1 Cor. 6,6. 


8 Dei oŭ ("Dei enim” Vg.). As pointed out 
in Annot., the Vulgate addition of enim lacks 
support from Greek mss. The version of Lefévre 
(and also the first hand of Manetti's Pal, Lat. 


45) made the same correction as Erasmus. 


9 ne quis iva ph Tis (“vt ne quis" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 3,20 for Erasmus’ use of ne. Sometimes, 
however, he preferred vt ne: see on Rom. 11,25. 
Manetti made the same change, while Lefévre 
put ne quisquam. 

10 Nam ipsius avtot yap ("Ipsius enim" Vg.). 
See on Job. 3,34. Lefévre put Nam eius. 


10 opus troinua (“factura” Vg; "figmentum" 
1516-19). In adopting figmentum in 1516, Eras- 
mus followed the rendering of Ambrosiaster: 
see Annot. In 1522, according to Annot., his 
further substitution of opus was based on the 
advice of "learned friends". The term figmentum 
also occurs at Rom. 9,20 (following the Vulgate), 
as a rendering of trAdoya. At the present pas- 
sage, opus is not entirely satisfactory as it does 
not distinguish from Epyons, rendered by opera 
later in the sentence. Cf. on Rom. 1,20. The sub- 
stitution of opus first occurred in the separate 
Latin N.T. of 1521. 


10 conditi «ric8EvTes ("creati" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,25. Manetti had the word-order factura 
creati sumus. 


10 ad opera bona twi ëpyois cyadois (“in 
operibus bonis" Vg.). The Vulgate probably 
represents an inaccurate rendering of èti, ra- 
ther than reflecting a text which replaced &rí 
by év, in view of the paucity of ms. support 
for the latter reading. See Annot. The wording 
of Erasmus coincides with a suggestion of 
Lefévre Comm., though Lefévre's main text put 
ad ea opera bona (cf. Ambrosiaster, im opera 
bona). 


10 eis atrtois (“illis” Vg.). Erasmus evidently 
felt that there was no need for the more em- 
phatic pronoun of the Vulgate at this point. 
The same change was made by Lefévre, while 
Manetti put ipsis. 


10 ambularemus Tepimatiowyev (“ambule- 
mus” Vg.). Erasmus’ use of the imperfect sub- 
junctive is more appropriate to the sequence of 
Greek aorists in this clause. 
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I Aib. puvnpoveUere ÖTI Opes TOTE 
Tà &0vn èv oapki, oi Aeyópevoi kpo- 
Buotia, úmò -Tfjs Aeyouévns Trepirro- 
ufj; èv capkl xepomorjyrov — "6m 
Tire èv TH kap èkeivw, xcpls Xpi- 
OTOU, ànmnààoTpiwpévoi Tis TroArtei- 
as ToU ‘lopanA, koi €évor tæv ia- 
Onxdv Tfj; étrayyeAias, Armida yf 
éyovtes, Koi &|0coi èv TH kóouo. 
Byuvi Sè iv Xpiotd 'InooU tyeis, of 
Tote Gvtes pakpáv, éyyus éyevtOnte 
iv TH aipati ToU XpicToU. Matrrds 
yóp otv  eiptvn fjuóv, ó mom- 
cas TA àupóTepa Ev, Kal TO uecóToi- 
xov ToU ppaypoŭ AUoas, Tijv ExPpav 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


" Quapropter mementote quod vos 
quondam gentes in carne, vocabami- 
ni praeputium, ab ea quae vocatur 
circuncisio in carne, quae circuncisio 
manibus fit: "quod, inquam, eratis in 
tempore illo, sine Christo: abalienati a 
re publica Israelis, et extranei a testa- 
mentis promissionis, spem non ha- 
bentes, deoque | carentes in mundo. 
8Nunc autem per Christum lesum, 
vos qui quondam eratis longinqui, 
propinqui facti estis per sanguinem 
Christi. "*Ipse enim est pax nostra, 
qui fecit ex vtrisque vnum, et inter- 
stitium maceriae diruit, simultatem 


11 praeputium B-E: preputium A | circuncisio B-E (circumcisio B C, circücisio D E): om. A | 
12 Israelis B-E: Israhel A | deoque B-E: et deo A | 13 per Christum Iesum B-E: in Christo 


lesu | per sanguinem B-E: in sanguine A 


11 Quapropter Aió ("Propter quod" Vg.). See on 
Act, 10,29. Lefèvre again made the same change. 
Manetti put ideo. 


11 mementote uvruoveuere ("memores estote" 
Vg.). A similar substitution occurs at 1 Thess. 
2,9; 2 Tim. 2,8. At several other passages, Eras- 
mus retains memor sum for this Greek verb: 
Le. 17,32; Gal. 2,10; Col. 4,18; Ap. Iob. 2,5. At 
Hebr. 11,15; 13,7, he even substitutes memor 
sum for memini. Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same change as Erasmus at the present passage. 


11 vos quondam gentes ues mote TH &Ovn 
("aliquando vos qui gentes eratis" Vg. 1527). 
The 1527 Vulgate column follows the Froben 
Vulgates of 1491 and 1514 in adding qui and 
eratis, with little Greek ms. support. The Vulgate 
may reflect a different Greek word-order, Toté 
Uyeis ..., as found in P% N* A B D* and a 
few later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 
N or peor and most later mss. For quondam, see 
on Rom. 7,9. Ambrosiaster (1492) and Manetti 
put vos qui aliquando eratis gentes (corresponding 
more closely with the insertion of oi before 
wrote in codd. F G). Lefèvre had vos aliquando 
gentes in his translation, and aliquando vos qui 
eratis gentes in his Vulgate text. 


11 vocabimini .. vocatur oi Aeydpevor ... As- 
youévngs ("qui dicebamini ... dicitur" late Vg.). 
Having deleted eratz, Erasmus felt the need 
also to omit qui here, so as to provide a verb 
for the clause commencing with 4uod vos. For 
voco, see on Act. 24,14. Manetti had et diceba- 
mini ... dicitur. 

11 quae circuncisio manibus fit xeiporroryrou 
(“manufacta” Vg; “quae manibus fit" 1516). 
Erasmus repeats circuncisio, to make clear that 
the antecedent is not carne: see Annot. A com- 
parable replacement of manufactus by manibus 
fit occurs in rendering &yeiporroínos at Col. 
2,11. Lefévre’s solution was to change the word- 
order to ab ea quae in carne circuncisio manufacta 
dicitur. Manetti’s version simply omitted ix 
carne at this point. 


12 quod, inquam &ni ("qui" late Vg. and some 
Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate seems to represent 
a scribal alteration of quia, the reading of most 
Vulgate mss. See Annot. The addition of inquam, 
in Erasmus’ version, marks a resumption from 
the earlier quod in vs. 11, and may have been 
prompted by Lefévre's use of mementote inquam 
quod. Manetti had quia. 

12 in tempore illo tv 1G Koup® èkeivæ (“illo 
in tempore” Vg.). Erasmus follows the Greek 
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word-order more literally. Manetti and Lefévre 
made the same change. 


12 abalienati &mrnAdoTpicopévor (“alienati” Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at Eph. 4,18; Col. 
1,21, conveying the added force of the Greek 
prefix &m-. Lefèvre put alieni facti. 


12 re publica tis vroArrelas ("conuersatione" 
Vg). The Vulgate mistranslated the Greek word. 
However, Erasmus’ chosen expression might 
be misunderstood as favouring one particular 
system of government. In Annot., he further 
suggested ciuilitate, which had been proposed 
by Valla Annot. The word ciuilitas was used 
by the late Vulgate for troAiteia at Act. 22,28: 
see ad loc. See also Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, 
ASD IX, 4, pp. 240-1, Il. 21-25. The version of 
Manetti put ciuitate, and Lefèvre legali guber- 
natione. In Comm., Lefèvre also made use of res 
publica. 


12 Israelis toU “lopanA ("Israhel" 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Job. 1,31. Valla Annot. also proposed this 
change. 


12 extranei §évoi ("hospites" Vg.). Erasmus’ 
rendering makes a more meaningful connec- 
tion with the use of dmnAAotpicypévor earlier 
in the sentence. In Annot., he also suggests 
peregrini (as in the Jerome 1516 text, and Valla 
Annot.), or extrarit. In adopting extranei, he 
made the same change as Lefèvre. Manetti 
offered aduene (= aduenae). 


12 a testamentis t&v Siaðnkõæv (“testamento- 
rum" Vg.) Again Erasmus’ rendering makes 
better sense of the passage. In Annot., he gives 
a pactis as an alternative, which may be compared 
with the use of pactorum in Valla Annot. 


12 deoque carentes kai &Oco1 ("et sine deo" Vg.; 
"et deo carentes" 1516). For Erasmus' avoidance 
of sine, see on Job. 8,7, and for -que, see on Job. 
1,39. See also Annot. The rendering of Manetti 
was et impti. 

12 mundo 1G Koopa (“hoc mundo" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate addition of boc has little 
explicit support from Greek mss.: see on Rom. 
3,6, and Annot. The rendering of Erasmus 
agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Jerome Comm., 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


13 per Christum lesum ... per sanguinem tv Xpiore 
"IngoU ... &v 1 aiuarı ("in Christo Iesu ... 
in sanguine” 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 


13 quondam Tore (“aliquando” Vg). See on 
Rom. 79. 
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13 longinqui uaxpáv (“longe” Vg.). Erasmus 
perhaps felt that longinguus and propinquus, or 
procul and prope, provided a more exact antithesis. 
For this reason, he substituted procul for longe 
in vs. 17, below. For his removal of longe else- 
where, see on Act. 22,21. At Act. 2,39, however, 
he retained qui longe sunt for tois els uakpáv. 
Manetti had procul, while Lefévre replaced eratis 
longe with eminus fuistis. 


13 propinqui facti estis by yug EyevhOnte ("facti 
estis prope" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects a different 
Greek word-order, Eyevrjryre Eyyus, used by 
P“ N A B and a few other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 
2816, with D F G and most other mss. For 
propinquus, see the previous note. Lefévre put 
cominus facti estis. 

14 ex vtrisque TX àupóTtepa ("vtraque in" Vg. 
1527). Erasmus may have wished to avoid the 
ambiguity of vtraque, which could have been 
misunderstood as an adverb (“on both sides”), 
though he was content to retain this word at 
Mt. 9,17; 13,30; Lc. 5,38; Act. 23,8. The addition 
of in by the 1527 Vulgate column represents 
a departure from the Froben Vulgate of 1514, 
and does not have explicit support from Greek 
mss. 


14 interstitium TÒ usoóroryov ("medium pari- 
etem” Vg.). In Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD 
IX, 2, p. 204, ll. 674-680, Erasmus objected that 
parietem maceriae was repetitive, meaning the 
“wall of the wall". In 1522 Annot., he further 
criticised medium on the grounds of ambiguity, 
as it could be taken to refer the middle of the 
wall, rather than the wall in the middle or in 
between. However, his chosen term, interstitium, 
which was rare in classical usage, would signify 
a space or interval rather than a partition or 
dividing wall. 

14 diruit AUoas (“soluens” Vg) In Annot., 
Erasmus complains of the Vulgate inconsistency 
in rendering Avoos as a participle, when the 
preceding troitjoas was rendered as an indica- 
tive. The Vulgate use of the present tense was 
also inaccurate as a translation of the Greek 
aorist. Lefèvre placed soluens after in sua carne. 
14 simultatem viv čxðpav (“inimicitias” late 
Vg.). In Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, 
p. 204, ll. 681-690, Erasmus suggests that simultas 
more aptly expressed the idea of mutual ill-will 
or hatred, whereas inimicitia (or rather, inimi- 
citiae, plural) might refer to a public form of 
hostility that did not involve personal hatred. 
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èv Ti] capki attot, “tév vópov tæv 
EvroAGv èv Sdyuaoi karapyńoas, iva 
tous úo Ktion èv éaut® els Eva xali- 
vov GvOpwtrov, mov siphvnv, koi 
&TOKATAAAGEN Tous d&upoTépous èv évi 
coyari TH Bed Sik ToU o raupoóO, é&rro- 
KTeivas Try ExOpav &y arri: 17 Kai EAG cov 
eunyyeAioato siphvnv piv, rois naxpáv, 
Koi tois byyus. Sti Sr ado čyopev 
Thy Tpocaywyty of d&updtepon èv évi 
TIVEULATI Trpós TOv Tratépa. P ápa oóv 
oUKéri ott €évoi Kal Tráporkoi, &AA 


19 mapoikoi A C-E: tapoi B 


14 per carnem suam B-E: in carne sua A | 
iis qui | 19 lam igitur B-E: Itaque iam 4 


He also made use of simultas to render Ex8pa 
at Lc. 23,12 (1519), replacing inimici. However, 
there is some overlap of meaning between the 
alternative renderings. Erasmus is content with 
inimicitia for tx8pa in vs. 16, and further re- 
tains inimicitia at Rom. 8,7 and Gal. 5,20. Some 
Vulgate mss., the Jerome 1516 text and lemma, 
and the version of Manetti, had the singular 
inimicitiam at the present passage. In Annot., 
Erasmus alleged that "the Greeks" punctuated 
the sentence in such a way as to connect Tijv 
Ex6pav with katapytjoas rather than with the 
preceding Avoas. In Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., 
ASD IX, 2, pp. 204-206, li. 691-699, Erasmus 
explicitly bases this statement on the “Grae- 
corum ... scholia", which is one of his stock 
phrases for referring to the text and commentary 
of cod. 2817. In the text of this ms., the am- 
biguous placing of a colon after both Avcas 
and aùroŭ gives a semblance of support to 
Erasmus' claim, but the accompanying scholia 
of cod. 2817?" make a definite link between 
pecóToryov and EyOpav. 

14 per carnem suam èv TÑ capKi avTod (“in 
carne sua" 1516 - Vg). See on Rom. 1,17. 
Lefévre had in sua carne. 

15 in decretis sitam tv Bbypaci (“decretis” Vg.). 
On this occasion, having regard to the con- 
text, Erasmus prefers to understand év in a 
positional sense, preventing the passage from 
being taken to mean "abolishing by decrees": 
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per carnem suam, “legem mandato- 
rum in decretis sitam abrogans, vt 
duos conderet in semet ipso in vnum 
nouum hominem, faciens pacem: ‘et 
vt reconciliaret ambos in vno corpo- 
re deo per crucem, perempta inimici- 
tia per eam: "et veniens euangeliza- 
uit pacem vobis, qui procul aberatis, 
et iis qui prope. "Quoniam autem 
per illum habemus aditum vtrique in 
vno spiritu ad patrem. "Jam igitur 
non estis hospites et incolae, sed 


16 peream B-E: in ea A | 17 prius qui B-E: 


see Annot., and also Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., 
ASD IX, 2, p. 206, Il. 700-710. This passage 
is listed among the Loca Manifeste Deprauata. 
Other additions of situs occur at Mt. 4,25 
(1519); Eph. 5,9 (1519); 1 Petr. 3,3. Ambrosias- 
ter put i” decretis, and Lefèvre in edictis. 


15 abrogans katapytoas (“euacuans” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 6,6, and Annot. The version of Lefévre 
put soluit. 


15 conderet «tion (“condat” Vg.). The imperfect 
subjunctive used by Erasmus gives a more 
appropriate sequence of tenses, in view of the 
preceding series of aorist participles. In Annot., 
Erasmus also suggests crearet or pararet. His 
adoption of conderet gives the same wording as 
Ambrosiaster and the Jerome 1516 text. Lefévre 
substituted creet. 


15 vnum nouum bominem Eva xawbv &vOpoorrov 
("vno nouo homine" late Vg.). The late Vulgate 
use of the ablative lacks Greek ms. support. See 
Annot. The correction made by Erasmus agrees 
with the earlier Vulgate, the Jerome 1516 text, 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


16 et vt reconciliaret Kai &vrokarraAAóen ("vt 
reconciliet" late Vg.). Erasmus uses the imperfect 
subjunctive, continuing from his change of 
tense in the previous verse. Ambrosiaster had 
vt exhiberet et reconciliaret, and the Jerome 1516 
text vt reconaliaret. Manetti and Lefèvre had et 
reconciliet, in company with the earlier Vulgate. 
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16 per crucem Sià ToO otavpot. In some late 
Vulgate editions, together with earlier Vulgate 
mss., this phrase is attached to the following 
clause, as in the 1527 Vulgate column and 
Lefévre. Erasmus prefers to join the phrase to 
the preceding clause: "that he might reconcile 
... through the cross”. 

16 perempta inimicitia &moKtelvas tiv Ex8pav 
(“interficiens inimicitias" late Vg.). Greek aorist. 
For inimicitia, see on vs. 14. Erasmus softens 
the Greek metaphor of "slaying the hostility", 
by finding a verb which can mean, more 
neutrally, "destroy". The earlier Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text and Manetti 
had nterficiens inimicitiam, while Lefèvre put 
inimicitias interficiens. 

16 per eam tv ate (“in semet ipso" Vg.; “in 
ea" 1516). The Greek masculine pronoun can, 
in theory, be taken either with oraupoŭ or 
reflexively (cf. iv taut& in a few later mss.). 
Having regard to the context, Erasmus prefers 
the first interpretation. In Annot., he further 
indicates that his 1516 rendering, iz ea, is based 
on Jerome Comm. For per, see on Rom. 1,17. 
Both Manetti and Lefèvre put ; se ipso. Lefèvre 
Comm. also considered in eo and in ea. 

17 qui (1st.) rois (“tis qui” 1516). By adding 
iis in 1516, Erasmus makes it appear that qui 
procul and qui prope both refer to the preceding 
vobis. In the immediate context, this interpre- 
tation is made possible by the omission of 
siptjvny before rois Eyyus (see below). However, 
in the context of the whole passage, it remains 
preferable to explain qui procul as referring to 
the Ephesians (who were "far off" because they 
were Gentiles) and gui prope as referring to the 
Jews. Erasmus had second thoughts in his 1519 
edition, and reverted to the Vulgate wording at 
this point. 

17 procul aberatis yaxpáv ("longe fuistis" Vg.). 
See on vs. 13, above, for procul, and on Joh. 21,8 
for absum. Ambrosiaster and Manetti had just 
longe. 


17 et tis kai ois (“et pacem iis" Annot., lemma 
= late Vg.). The earlier Vulgate, as well as the 
1527 Vulgate column and the 1491 and 1514 
Froben Vulgates, had is for iis. For iis, see on 
Rom. 4,12. The Vulgate addition of pacem re- 
flects the insertion of elptvnv after ka, as in 
P“ N A B (D F G) and about thirty other 
mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 1, 2105, 2816 and more than 
540 other late mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen 
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Briefe vol. 3, pp. 368-71). See Annot. The addition 
of eipńvnv and pacem conveniently prevents 
tois Ey ys from being misunderstood to refer 
to Upiv. It has been suggested that siprivnv 
was considered by later scribes as a superflu- 
ous repetition, which they therefore deleted. 
However, since the insertion produces a /ectio 
facilior (from an exegetical viewpoint), it could 
be also argued that this in itself constitutes a 
reason why the word might be less likely to be 
genuine. For other possibly extraneous additions 
in this chapter, see on vs. 1, above. Manetti and 
Lefévre omitted pacem, and Manetti further 
omitted iis. 

18 Quoniam autem 611 (“quoniam” Vg.). Eras- 
mus' addition of autem has no basis in the 
Greek text. Besides this, his sentence structure, 
with a full-stop after patrem, makes little sense, 
as there is no main clause. Seeing that there is 
a comma after patrem in the 1516-19 editions, 
perhaps it was his intention to link this clause 
with vs. 19, but the following words Itaque iam 
(in 1516) scarcely support this supposition. 
Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre put quia. 


18 illum avtot (“ipsum” Vg.) See on Rom. 
1,20. 


18 aditum tiv tpocaywyty (“accessum” Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at Eph. 3,12. See 
on Rom. 5,2, and Annot. The word aditus is 
more widespread than accessus in classical usage, 
to express the possibility of approaching a 
person. 


18 vtrique oi &uqpdtepor ('ambo" Vg.). Erasmus 
probably regarded vtrique as better suited for 
referring to two groups of people, as ambo 
more commonly meant a pair of individu- 
als. In vs. 16, ambos was considered acceptable 
because of the preceding reference to duos in 
vs. 15. His rendering is the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster. 

19 lam igitur &pa oOv (“Ergo iam" Vg.; "Itaque 
iam" 1516) See on Job. 6,62. Manetti and 
Lefévre both replaced Ergo iam non by Ergo non 
amplius. 

19 incolae mé&poiKoi (“aduenae” Vg). See on 
Act. 7,6. In Annot., Erasmus gives accolae (used 
by the Jerome 1516 text and lemma) and zz- 
quilini as further alternatives. His adoption of 
incolae agreed with the version of Ambrosiaster. 


19 sed &AA& (“sed estis" Vg). The Vulgate re- 


flects the addition of £c T£, as in codd. N A B 
C D* F G and a few later mss. Erasmus follows 
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OUUTIOATTAL TOV &yíov kai oixeion 
TOU 0:00, ™étroikoSopnOévtes Eni 1H 
OsgueAl  TÀv ÁA&rocTÓAcv Kal Trpo- 
pnTtõv, óvros &kpoyovialou avtot 
‘Inoot XpicToU, èv à m&oa oi- 
KoBopi| cuvappoAoyougévn, avEer eis 
vaóv &yiov èv kupio, Zèv d xoi 
Opes ouvoikoĝopeloðe eis KaTOIKNHTT- 
piov ToU 8:00 èv Trvevport. 


Tottou yxdpiv £y TlatAos 6 

Séoulos ToU Xpio ToU ‘Inco’ Urrip 
Upddv TOv iOvOv. ef ye tKovoate 
atv  oikovouiav Tfjg xdpitos Tot 
Geol Tfjg So00eions por els Uus, 
3471 Kat& drmrokóAuyiv byvopicé por 
TÒ puoTüpiov, Kabas | mpotypaya 


3,2 So0cions B-E: bobelons A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


conciues sanctorum ac domestici 
dei, ™superstructi super fundamen- 
tum apostolorum ac prophetarum, 
summo angulari lapide ipso Iesu 
Christo, ?in quo quaecunque stru- 
ctura coagmentatur, ea crescit in tem- 
plum sanctum in domino, ?in quo 
et vos coaedificamini in habitacu- 
lum dei per spiritum. 


Huius rei gratia ego Paulus vin- 

ctus sum Christi Iesu pro vobis 
gentibus. ?Siquidem audistis dispen- 
sationem gratiae dei, quae data est 
mihi in vos, quod secundum re- 
uelationem notum mihi fecit myste- 
rium, | quemadmodum ante scripsi 


19 ac B-E: et A | 20 apostolorum ac B-E: apostolum etA | 21 ea B-E: om. A | 22 per spiri- 


tum B-E: in spiritu 4 


codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, 
and also D*" and most later mss. If this verb 
had been a genuine part of the text, some 
scribes might have wished to delete it, consider- 
ing it to be an unnecessary repetition after the 
use of ioé earlier in the sentence. A different 
explanation of the discrepancy, however, is that 
this second toté was another instance of an 
early scribal elaboration of the text: cf. the 
addition of Gyudv in vs. 1, and the repetition 
of eiprivnv in vs. 17, above. The Jerome 1516 
text and lemma, and also Lefévre, had the same 
rendering as Erasmus. 


19 conciues ouptroAita (“ciues” Vg). The 
purpose of this substitution was to render the 
Greek prefix oup- more literally. See Annot. 
Since conciuis (though recommended by Valla 
Elegantiae IV, 83) does not occur among clas- 
sical authors, Erasmus' use of this word laid 
him open to criticism from Stunica: see Apolog. 
resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 206, ll. 712- 
720. Both Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change. 


19 ac xai ("et" 1516 = Vg.). See on Joh. 1,25. 


20 superstructi &vrowobopunÉvres (“superaedifi- 
cati" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 3,10. 


20 apostolorum t&v &vrooTóAov ("apostolum" 
1516 Lat.). The 1516 Latin spelling is probably 
no more than a misprint, as the accusative 
singular is in conflict with the accompanying 
Greek text. 

20 ac xai ("et" 1516  Vg.). See on Joh. 1,25. 
20 summo angulari lapide ipso évtos &kpoyw- 
viatou adrroü (“ipso summo angulari lapide" 
Vg.) Erasmus follows the Greek word-order 
more literally, though like the Vulgate, he does 
not attempt to render óvros. The Vulgate use 
of lapide corresponds with the addition of 
Aiou after dxpoywviaiou in codd. D* F G, 
but this may have been a matter of translation 
rather than deliberate harmonisation with Aí8ov 
ékpoyoviaiov at 1 Petr. 2,6. Lefèvre, omitting 
lapide, rendered this phrase by ipso summo angu- 
lari existente in his main text, but by ipso sane 
summo angulari in Comm., where he cites the 
Greek text as having 6vtws instead of óvros. 
Manetti changed the word-order to ipso Christo 
lesu existente angulari lapide. Erasmus’ objection 
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to the use of existente is expressed in 1519 
Annot., where he criticised Augustine's addition 
of this word as being “dilucide magis quam 
Latine”: cf. Augustine Contra Faustum XII, 24 
(CSEL 25, p. 352); Enarrationes in Psalmos, on 
Ps. 81 (CCSL 39, p. 1139). 


20 lesu Christo 1oo0 Xpiorot ("Christo Iesu" 
Vg.) The Vulgate reflects the Greek variant, 
XpicToU ‘Inooti, attested by codd. N?" A B 
and a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, with support from 1, 2105, 
2816, as well as C D F G and most other mss. 
Cf. Annot. The same change was made by 
Lefévre, except for his usual substitution of 
Thesu for Iesu. 

21 quaecunque. Toa ("omnis" Vg.). By this 
change, Erasmus wishes to make clear that the 
sense is "every" rather than "the whole". In 
1522 Annot., however, he concedes that the 
latter interpretation is possible. Cf. on Joh. 4,14 
(quisquis). 

21 structura oixoSopt ("aedificatio" Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at Mt. 24,1 (1519), 
consistent with Vulgate usage at Mc. 13,l. 
Howevet, at the latter passage, and also at Mc. 
13,2, Erasmus preferred substructio. Cf. also on 
1 Cor. 3,10 for his use of superstruo in place of 
superaedifico. The change to structura removes 
the etymological link between olkoSopr in 
vs. 21 and ovvoikoSoyéw in vs. 22. Erasmus’ 
rendering is the same as that of Ambrosiaster 
(1492). 


21 coagmentatur, ea cuvappoAoyoupévn (“con- 
structa" Vg.; "coagmentatur" 1516). In rendering 
the same Greek verb at Eph. 4,16, Erasmus 
substitutes si coagmentetur for compactum. At 
the present passage, he wanted to distinguish 
between cuvapuoAoyéo (“join together") and 
oikoðopéco ("build"). His further insertion of 
ea in 1519 improved the flow of the sentence. 
In Annot., Erasmus also suggests commissa or 
coaptata, of which the latter had been used by 
Lefèvre. 


22 habitaculum korrouwntipiov (“tabernaculum” 
Vg. 1527). The use of tabernaculum in the 1527 
Vulgate column, following the Froben Vulgates 
of 1491 and 1514, looks like an alteration with- 
in the Vulgate tradition, rather than reflect- 
ing any difference of underlying text. Both 
words occur in Jerome Comm. The rendering 
of Erasmus also agrees with the earlier Vul- 
gate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre (both 
columns). 
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22 per spiritum tv mveuyorn (“in spiritu sancto” 
late Vg; "in spiritu” 1516). For Erasmus’ use 
of per, see on Rom. 1,17. The late Vulgate ad- 
dition of sancto has little support from Greek 
mss. See Annot. This passage is listed among 
the Quae Sint Addita. The earlier Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster, Jerome Comm., and the versions of 
Manetti and Lefèvre, had the same wording as 
Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 


3,1 vinctus sum 6 Séopioş (“vinctus” Vg.). Eras- 
mus supplies a verb, for the sake of clarity. See 
Annot. The same change was made by Lefèvre. 


2 Siquidem ei ye ("si tamen" Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at Eph. 4,21; Col. 1,23. 
Erasmus wished to use a word which expressed 
confirmation rather than doubt: see Annot. on 
Eph. 4,21. Lefèvre began the sentence with 
audiuistis vtique. 


2 in vos eis Up&s ("in vobis" Vg.). Erasmus is 
more accurate here. See Annot. His rendering 
is the same as that of Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put 
ad vos. 


3 quod &ri (“quoniam” Vg). By this change, 
Erasmus makes it possible to understand this 
clause as an explanation of dispensationem in 
vs. 2, rather than as a causal statement. Manetti 
and Lefévre both put quia. 


3 notum mibi fecit tyveopioé uoi ("notum factum 
mihi est" Vg. 1527; "notum mihi factum est" 
Annot., lemma = Vg. mss.). The word-order of 
the 1527 Vulgate column follows the Froben 
1514 edition. The Vulgate reflects the replace- 
ment of tyvæpioe by &yvopio9n, as found in 
P“ N A B C D* F G and a few other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 
1, 2105, 2816, and also D?" and most later mss. 
See Annot. The version of Manetti put innotuit 
mibi, and Lefèvre innotuit michi. 


3 mysterium TÒ puothpiov (sacramentum" 
Vg.). See on Eph. 1,9, and Annot. The change 
made by Erasmus agrees with the wording 
of Ambrosiaster, Jerome Comm., Manetti and 
Lefévre. 


3 quemadmodum xa&cos (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre also made this change. 


3 ante scripsi mpo&ypowxya (“supra scripsi" Vg.). 
Erasmus is more literal here. At Rom. 15,4, he 
also used praescribo in translating this Greek 
verb. In Annot., he cites ante scripsi from "Am- 
brose", this being the rendering of Ambrosiaster 
(1492). Lefévre made the same change, though 
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èv óM yc, *T0ós Ó Súvaoðe dvayive- 
OKOVTES vofjcat Tijv cuveciv uou èv TH 
uucTnpío ToU XpicToU, 58 Ev Erépans 
yeveais otk EyvopícOr rois vicis trav 
évOpartteov, as vv &trekaduOn Tois &yí- 
ols &rroc TÓAo!s AUTO Kail Trpogrirons èv 
Trveypori, Selva Tà Eun cvykAnpovóua, 
Kal ovoowpa, Kal oupéToya Tis ÈT- 
ayysAias avrrot £v 1H Xpiotd, S1& ToU 
evaryyeAiou, " oO tyevounv SidKovos kat 
Tijv Sepedv Tis x&prros ToU 600, Tiv 
S0bciodv puoi karr& Try &vépyeiav Tf|s Šu- 
vapews aUToU. Fépol TH b&AaylcToTé- 
pw Trávrov cyloov &460n fj x&pis atn, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


paucis, *ex quibus potestis legentes in- 
telligere cognitionem meam in myste- 
rio Christi, ?quod in aliis aetatibus 
non innotuit filiis hominum, quem- 
admodum nunc reuelatum est sanctis 
apostolis eius et prophetis per spiri- 
tum, ‘vt sint gentes cohaeredes, et 
eiusdem corporis, consortesque pro- 
missionis eius in Christo, per euan- 
gelium cuius factus sum minister, 
secundum donum gratiae dei, quod 
datum est mihi secundum efficaciam 
potentiae illius. * Mihi minimo om- 
nium sanctorum data est gratia haec, 


5 o4 C-E: om. B | prius ev C-E: om. AB | 7 evepysiav B-E: evepyiav A 


3,5 innotuit B-E: fuit notum factum A | per spiritum B-E: in spiritu 4 | 6 consortesque B-E: 


et consortes 4 


with the word-order paucis ante scripsi. Manetti 
put antea breuiter scripsi. 


3 paucis tv OAlyw ("in breui" Vg.). Erasmus 
used paucis scripsi instead of perpaucis scripsi 
in rendering Sià Ppaxéwv &rréo eia: at Hebr. 
13,22, and again instead of breuiter scripsi in 
rendering 5i dAlyoov čypaya at 1 Petr. 5,12. 
Cf. on Act, 24,4. In Annot., he gives paulo ante 
as an alternative. As mentioned in the previous 
note, Lefévre likewise had paucis, while Manetti 
put breuiter. 

4 ex quibus vpóg © (“prout” Vg). Erasmus’ 
rendering is better suited to the context. Manetti 
tried in quo, and Lefèvre quae. 

4 cognitionem Tijv cUveciww ("prudentiam" Vg.). 
Elsewhere Erasmus renders ovveois by intelligen- 
tia at Me. 12,33; Le. 2,47; 1 Cor. 1,19; Col. 2,2, 
and by intellectus at 2 Tim. 2,7, but substitutes 
prudentia for intellectus at Col. 1,9: see further 
on 1 Cor. 1,19. More often he uses cognitio for 
yvGois, mostly replacing scientia: see on Rom. 
2,20. He also has cognitio for étriyvwos at 
Rom. 1,28; Eph. 1,17 (both in 1516 only); 2 Tim. 
3,7; Hebr. 10,26; 2 Petr. 1,8. Lefèvre put intelli- 
gentiam. 

4 mysterio 14 yuoTnpiío (“ministerio” late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate reading clearly arose as 
a scribal alteration of mysterio. C£. Annot. The 
correction made by Erasmus agrees with the 


earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Jerome Comm., 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


5 6. The omission of & in 1519, in conflict 
with the Latin rendering and most Greek mss., 
was possibly due to an error of the typesetter, 
though the same omission occurs in cod. 2105”. 


5 in tv (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission is 
supported by most Greek mss., commencing 
with 38/6 N A B C DFG, and the word was 
similarly omitted in Erasmus' 1516-19 editions. 
The insertion of iv in 1522 may have been 
influenced by the 1518 Aldine Bible, which 
was the first printed edition to include this 
word. It also occurs in cod. 3, but not in any 
of the mss. which Erasmus consulted at Basle. 
Through Erasmus, this reading passed into the 
Textus Receptus. In the 1516 Latin translation, 
the insertion of i» was perhaps partly intended 
to prevent aliis aetatibus ... notum from being 
taken to mean "known to other ages". Lefévre 
made the same change. 


5 aetatibus yeveais ("generationibus" Vg.). Eras- 
mus wished to ensure that this word was under- 
stood as a reference to time rather than nations: 
see Annot., and see further on Act. 13,36. 

5 innotuit EyvcopicOr ("est agnitum" Vg.; "fuit 
notum factum" 1516). Erasmus is more accurate 
here, and consistent with the Vulgate use of 
innotesco in vs. 10. He keeps agnosco mainly for 


EPISTOLA AD EPHESIOS 3,3-8 


&mryivoooko. See also on Act. 1,19. In Annot., 
Erasmus suggested using motificatum or refera- 
tum. Ambrosiaster and Jerome Comm. had fuit 
notum, Lefèvre est notum factum, and Manetti est 
cognitum. 

5 quemadmodum cos (“sicuti” Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,13. Ambrosiaster, Jerome Comm. and Manetti 
had sicut, and Lefévre vt. 


5 per spiritum tv mveopam (“in spiritu" 1516 
7 Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. In Annot., Erasmus 
refers to the addition of &yíc by the “Greeks” 
("Graecis additum est sancto”). Although he 
implied that this longer reading was in all 
his mss, it may have been known to him 
only from codd. 2815 and 2816"), as codd. 
1, 2105, 2816*"4, 2817 had just èv TrveUuarm. 
The word &yíc is added by cod. D and a few 
later mss. 


6 vt sint elvan (“esse” Vg.). This substitution of 
a purpose clause was a questionable change, as 
the sequence &mekoAUg6mn ... elvai has the 
appearance of introducing an indirect statement. 
In Annot., Erasmus repeats this substitution of 
vt sint, and yet in his immediately preceding 
note, he seems to approve of the use of esse. 
Manetti had vt essent. Lefèvre began this verse 
with gentes esse. 


6 cobaeredes ov'ykNnpovóya. Erasmus’ cod. 2815 
had KAnpovdéua, with little other ms. support. 


6 eiusdem corporis oco. (“concorporales” 
Vg.). The Vulgate expression did not exist in 
classical usage. In Annot., Erasmus also suggests 
vnius corporis. Lefévre put concorpores. 


6 consortesque Kai cuppeToya (“et compartici- 
pes" Vg.; "et consortes" 1516). Erasmus similarly 
substitutes consortes for participes at Eph. 5,7. The 
word comparticeps does not occur in classical 
literature. As Erasmus indicates in Annot. (citing 
Jerome Comm. on Eph. 5,7), this word had a 
pejorative sense, i.e. meaning an "accomplice" 
rather than a "fellow partaker”. For -que, see on 
Tob. 1,39. 


6 eius aÙToŬ (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
is supported by p“ N A B C D* and a few 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as Dr 
F G and most other mss. It is possible that 
differences of interpretation, as to whether this 
pronoun refers to the Father or the Spirit, 
prompted an early scribe to omit the word. Cf. 
Annot. In Erasmus’ translation, the inclusion 
of eius agreed with some copies of the later 
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Vulgate, and also Ambrosiaster and Lefévre 
(both columns). Manetti put suae. 


6 Christo T® Xpioté ("Christo Iesu" Vg.). The 
Vulgate corresponds with the addition of Inaol, 
found in 33$ N A B C and a few other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported 
by 1, 2105, 2816, with D F G and most other 
mss, The correction made by Erasmus produces 
agreement with the wording of Ambrosiaster, 
the Jerome 1516 text (contrary to Comm.), and 
the versions of Manetti and Lefévre. 


7 minister Sidxovos (“ego minister” late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate addition of ego has little sup- 
port from Greek mss. The wording of Erasmus 
is the same as the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Jerome Comm., Manetti and Lefèvre. 


7 quod datum est thy 5o0cioav (“quae data est" 
Vg.) The Vulgate reflects the substitution of 
Tfj; S00eions (to connect with Tfjg xáprros 
instead of rijv Swpecv), as in P“ N AB C 
D* FG I and a few other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, with 1, 2105, 2816, as 
well as D° and most later mss. The same 
change was made by Manetti. 

7 efficaciam Ti tvépyeiay ("operationem" Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 12,10. The spelling &vépyiav in 
1516 was probably just a typesetting error, as 
it is not derived from Erasmus' Basle mss. 


7 potentiae vfjs Suvdpews (“virtutis” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,4. Lefèvre had potestatis. 

7 illius avytow (“eius” Vg.). This change seems 
to be partly for the sake of stylistic variety, in 
view of Erasmus' use of eius twice in vss. 5-6, 
and it also has the effect of heightening the 
contrast with mihi. Manetti put suae. 


8 Mibi tuoi ("Mihi enim" late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate addition lacks Greek ms. support. The 
correction made by Erasmus agrees with the 
earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 1516 
text and lemma, and the versions of Manetti 
and Lefévre (though Lefévre had the spelling 
Michi). 

8 minimo omnium sanctorum TH  EAayioTo- 
Tépo Trávrov é&yícv (“omnium sanctorum 
minimo" Vg.). In 1516 Annot., Erasmus reported 
the existence of a Greek variant, &v6pormrov 
("Legitur apud Graecos etiam &v9po»ro). What 
he probably meant, more precisely, was that 
some mss. replace &yícw by d&vpatrev, as 
exhibited by codd. 2105* and 2816. However, 
his changed wording in 1519 Annot. incorrect- 
ly implied that these mss. added évOpoxrow 


516 


év tols Éüveciv evayyeAicaosat tov &v- 
e€1ryviaotov TrÀAoUTov oU XpioToŬ, ? Kai 
potion Trávras Tis fj kowcovia ToU pu- 
oTnpiou ToU é&rrokekpuupévou &rró Tov 
aicoweov év TÀ Oe, TH Ta Trávra KTI- 
cavi &i& "IncoU XpicroU, Viva yvw- 
pic8rj viv Tais &pyais koi EGouciais èv 
Tois étroupaviois Sic Tis exxAnotas, fi 
TroAuTroikiAos copia Tot 8soU, "kat 
TrOdBeo tæv aidveov, ijv &roinosv év 
Xpiote@ 'InooU TO kupio tudv, iv à 
Éxouev Thy Trappnoiav koi Tijv Tpoc- 
aywyty èv memoihos, Ti Bi Tfjs mi- 
otews aUTOoU. 816 aitotyon, pf] èk- 
kakeiv £v tañs Aiei uou rèp Updyv, 
tis £o Tl ófa væv. 


8 avefiyviactov A D E: ave&iyviac8ov BC | 
eo Tad A 
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vt inter gentes euangelizem imperuesti- 
gabiles diuitias Christi, ?et in lucem 
proferam omnibus quae sit communio 
mysterii quod erat absconditum a se- 
culis in deo, qui vniuersa condidit per 
Iesum Christum: "vt nota fiat nunc 
principatibus ac potestatibus in coeles- 
tibus per ecclesiam, vehementer varia 
sapientia dei, "secundum praefinitio- 
nem seculorum, quam fecit in Christo 
Iesu domino nostro, ?per quem habe- 
mus audaciam et aditum cum fiducia, 
quae est per fidem illius.  Quapro- 
pter peto, ne deficiatis ob afflictiones 
meas quas pro vobis tolero, quae est 
gloria vestra. 


10 eGouoiats B-E: e&ovoias A | 13 cot B-E: 


9 seculis C-E: saeculis.4 B | 10 nota D E: notum 4-C | nunc B-E: om. A | ac B-E: etA | 


11 seculorum C-E: saeculorum A B | 


12 per quem B-E: in quo A | cum BE: ind | 


13 peto CE: postulo A B | ob... tolero B-E: in afflictionibus meis pro vobis 4 | est B-E: erit A 


after &yícv ("In nonnullis Graecis addebatur"). 
Erasmus' rendering is more literal as to the 
word-order, in agreement with the versions of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


8 vt inter gentes enangelizem tv vois čðveoiv eù- 
ayyeAloaoGai (“in gentibus euangelizare" Vg.). 
Erasmus avoids the infinitive, as elsewhere. For 
inter, see on lob. 15,24. Ambrosiaster had vt in 
nationibus euangelizem. Manetti came nearer to 
the literal meaning by using a gerund, ewange- 
lizandi in gentibus. 

8 imperuestigabiles &veEvy via rov (“inuestigabi- 
les" late Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg""). See 
on Rom. 11,33, and Annot. The rendering of 
some Vulgate mss. (with Vg"), Jerome Comm., 
and also of Manetti and Lefèvre, was ininuestt- 


gabiles. 


9 in lucem proferam omnibus pwticat tavtas 
("illuminare omnes” Vg.). A comparable change 
occurs at 2 Tim. 1,10, where Erasmus replaces 
illumino by in lucem produco, in rendering the 
same Greek verb. At 1 Cor. 4,5, he prefers 
illustro. However, he more often retains ilumino. 


At the present passage, as appears from Annot., 
Erasmus considered that to “illuminate” was 
the prerogative of God rather than of the 
apostle, and that the apostle’s task was simply 
to lead others into the light which God gave. 
Manetti put illuminandi omnes, continuing this 
construction from exangelizandi in vs. 8. 


9 communio À kowcovía (“dispensatio” Vg.). 
The Vulgate reflects a different Greek text, fi 
oikovouía, found in codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816 
and nearly all other mss. Erasmus here fol- 
lows cod. 2817. This poorly supported variant 
hereafter remained unchanged in the Textus 
Receptus. In Annot., Erasmus cites the reading 
6 TÀoUTos, though this is not attested by any 
of his known mss. 


9 mysterii toG wwotnpiou (“sacramenti” Vg.). 
See on Eph. 1,9, and Annot. The change made 
by Erasmus agrees with the wording of Am- 
brosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text, Manetti (Pal. 
Lat. 45), and Lefèvre. By a scribal error, one of 
the mss. of Manetti’s version (Urb. Lat. 6) had 
ministerii: cf. vs. 4, above. 
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9 quod erat absconditum tot &rokekpuupévou 
(“absconditi” Vg.). Erasmus aims to convey the 
sense of ToU more precisely. 


9 vniuersa Tà Távra. (“omnia” Vg.). See on 
Toh. 8,2; Act. 5,34. Erasmus has the same render- 
ing as Ambrosiaster and the Jerome 1516 text. 


9 condidit krícavri ("creauit" Vg). See on 
Rom. 1,25. Lefèvre had the word-order creauit 


omnia. 


9 per lesum Christum 81& 'InooO Xpiotoŭ (Vg. 
omits). The Vulgate omission is supported by 
P“ N A B C D* F G and a few other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816, and also D*?* and most later 
mss. See Annot. The textual question here is 
whether a pious corrector gratuitously inserted 
this reference to the role of Christ in creation, 
or whether these doctrinally significant words 
were a genuine part of the text but were 
negligently omitted by an early copyist (c£., for 
example, the accidental omission of the identi- 
cal phrase, Sià 'Inooŭ XpiovoU, by cod. N * 
at Rom. 1,8). Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same change as Erasmus (except that Lefévre, 
as usual, had Ihesum for lesum). 


10 nota fiat y vcopic6t "innotescat" Vg.; "no- 
tum fiat" 1516-22). This change is mainly for 
stylistic variety, in view of Erasmus’ adoption 
of innotesco in vs. 5. In 1527, the substitution 
of nota agrees better with sapientia later in the 
sentence, and produces the same wording as 
Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put nota sit. 


10 nunc viv (omitted in 1516 Lat. = Vg.). The 
Vulgate corresponds with the omission of viv 
in codd. F G. See Annot. The 1519 rendering 
of Erasmus is the same as the Jerome 1516 text 
and lemma, as well as Manetti and Lefévre (in 
Lefèvre, the word was placed before nota sit). 


10 ac kaí (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


10 é€ouciats. The omission of roig before 
é€ovoiats may have been inadvertent, as the 
article is used here by most mss., including 
those which were available to Erasmus at Basle. 
Similarly, the spelling &£ovoías in 1516 arose 
from a typesetting error. 


10 vehementer varia voAumolkiAos (“multifor- 
mis" Vg.) Erasmus prefers a more emphatic 
rendering. His reference to traptroixiAos in 
Annot. may have arisen through misunderstan- 
ding the script of cod. 2817, in which the letters 
-oAu- could, at a quick glance, be misread as 
-ap-. Elsewhere Erasmus uses vehementer in 


517 


rendering Aiav, opd5pa, TOAAG, eùTóvws and 
TpiccoTéposs (see on Gal. 1,14), and varius 
for all instances of troixiAos. Lefèvre put multi- 
moda, 


12 per quem tv & (“in quo” 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,17. 


12 audaciam tiv Tappnoiay (“fiduciam” Vg.). 
Cf. on Act. 2,29; 4,13. Erasmus usually either 
retains fiducia or substitutes libertas: see on 
2 Cor. 3,12. Since audacia can sometimes have 
a more pejorative sense, "rashness" rather than 
"boldness", its use is questionable here. However, 
Erasmus wanted to use fiducia for menoiðnois 
later in the sentence, and hence needed a 
different rendering for trappnoia. In Annot., 
he expands the meaning as audacia libere loquendi. 
Lefévre put ausum. 

12 aditum tiv Tpocaywy iy (“accessum” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 5,2; Eph. 2,18. 


12 cum èv (“in” 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 1,4. 


12 fiducia meroierjoe (“confidentia” Vg.). See 
on 2 Cor. 1,15. Lefévre made the same change. 


12 quae est per TÑ Siá ("per^ Vg.). The addition 
of TÑ is derived from cod. 2817, with little or 
no other ms. support. 


12 illius oxrroO (“eius” Vg.). Erasmus uses the 
more emphatic pronoun to refer back to Christ. 
Manetti put suam. 


13 Quapropter 816 ("Propter quod" Vg). See 
on Act. 10,29. The same change was made by 
Lefévre. 


13 peto aitotpou (“postulo” 1516-19). See on 
Act. 3,14 for postulo. The reinstatement of the 
Vulgate reading, peto, first appears in Erasmus’ 
separate Latin edition of 1521. His 1516 render- 
ing was anticipated by Manetti. 


13 ob afflictiones meas &v vods OAiyeoi pou (“in 
tribulationibus meis" Vg; "in afflictionibus 
meis" 1516). Erasmus uses of to clarify the 
causal sense of èv here. See Annot. For afli- 
ctio, see on Joh. 16,21. Lefèvre put in pressuris 
meis. 


13 quas pro vobis tolero mèp ouóv ("pro vobis" 
1516 - Vg.). Erasmus amplifies the rendering, 
making a clearer connection with afflictiones 
and also alleviating the abruptness of the transi- 
tion to the following clause. 


13 est éoti (“erit” 1516). In 1516, Erasmus 
took gota from cod. 2817, apparently without 
other ms. support. See Annot. 
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V ToUrou yao káuTT® Tà yóvaTá 
uou Trpós Tov Tratépa ToU Kupiou fjuóv 
‘Inoot XpicToU, èE of mráca matpi& 
tv oUpavois Kai Emi yñs dvoudZeTa, 
iva San Ouiv karà Tov TAOUTOV TÄS 
BdEns attol, Suvápa kpa | raio8fivoi 
Sic ToU mveUpatos avtoU eis Tov tow 
&vOpwtrov, “katorKijoo tov Xpiotov 
Sià TÄS Tiotews £v Tois KapSiais Uydy, 
év &ydrrn ppi%wpévoi Kai Tebepedico- 
Mévoi, iva tioyvonte karoAoéo9ot 
oùv T&ci Tols cyiots, TÍ TÒ TWAdcros 
Kai ufikos koi Páðoş kai twos, ? yvddvati 
Te Thy ÜümepBóAAoucav Tis yvacens 


16 umv A B E: uiv CD 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


^ Huius rei gratia flecto genua mea 
ad patrem domini nostri Iesu Chris- 
ti, ex quo omnis a communi patre 
cognatio in coelis et in terra nomi- 
natur, !évt det vobis iuxta | diuitias 
gloriae suae, vt fortitudine corrobore- 
mini per spiritum suum in internum 
hominem, "vt inhabitet Christus per 
fidem in cordibus vestris, fixis in cha- 
ritate radicibus, et fundamento iacto: 
! vt valeatis assequi cum omnibus san- 
ctis, quae sit latitudo et longitudo et 
profunditas et sublimitas, ^" cogno- 
scereque  praeeminentem cognitioni 


15 a communi patre cognatio C-E: parentela Æ B | coelis B-E: coelo A | 16 corroboremi- 


ni B-E: coroboremini A | 
cognitionis C 


14 domini nostri Iesu Christi toG kupiou fiuc 
"ingoU  XpicroU. In 1522 Annot., Erasmus 
seems to favour the omission of these words, 
relying on Jerome Comm. He also raised this 
point in the Rep. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD 
IX, 4, p. 242, ll. 38-44, and inserted this passage 
into the 1522-27 editions of the Quae Sint Ad- 
dita. From an exegetical point of view, however, 
this reading is a /ectio difficilior, as the juxta- 
position of Xpic ToU with & oŭ Tr&ca tratpi& 
(at the beginning of vs. 15) interrupts the logi- 
cal connection between the latter phrase and 
the earlier tov Traépa. An early scribe who 
was offended by this apparent difficulty might 
therefore have decided to remove the intervening 
words. In support of such an omission are 
3B'5N * ABC and a few other mss. In his Greek 
text, Erasmus retains these five words, which 
are attested by codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 
1, 2105, 2816, and also N ^" D F G and most 
other mss. 


15 a communi patre cognatio vrocrpiá (“paterni- 
tas" Vg.; "parentela" 1516-19). The wording of 
the 1522-35 folio editions was anticipated by 
the separate Latin N.T. of 1521. Elsewhere, at 
three passages, Erasmus follows the Vulgate in 
using cognatio for ovyyéveia. At Le. 2,4 and 
Act. 3,25, maTtpiá is rendered by familia, and 


19 cognoscereque B-E: et cognoscere A 


| cognitioni 4 B D E: 


Valla Annot. proposed to use this rendering at 
the present passage. Erasmus attempts greater 
precision. In replacing paternitas by parentela in 
1516-19, however, he was exchanging one non- 
classical expression for another. In 1519 Annot., 
he seems to accept that parentela is not a 
"verbum probum", and the same point formed 
the subject of a criticism by Stunica in 1520. 
Cf. also Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, 
pp. 241-2, ll. 27-57. In Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. 
Stun., ASD IX, 2, pp. 206-8, ll. 722-729, and also 
in 1535 Annot., Erasmus incorrectly alleged 
that parentela was used here by Jerome. 


15 coelis otpavois (“coelo” 1516 Lat). The 
adoption of the singular in the 1516 Latin ren- 
dering reflects a different Greek text, oUpavd, 
as in codd. 2105, 2817°™™ and some other late 
mss. Possibly Erasmus was influenced here by 
Lefévre Comm., which stated "Sunt codices 
graeci qui singulariter habent ¿v ovpave, in 
coelo. sunt et qui habent pluratiue év oUpavois”. 
Lefévre's main Latin version had coelo, but in 
the revised version which was printed in Comm., 
he reverted to coelis. Valla Annot. cited coelo in 
his Vulgate lemma. 


16 Wyiv. The substitution of hiv in 1522-7 
was probably inadvertent, as it conflicted with 
the accompanying Latin rendering. 
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16 iuxta xat (“secundum” Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 


16 vt fortitudine corroboremini Buváyei kpocroa- 
wOfjvor ("virtutem corroborari” late Vg. and 
many Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate use of virtutem 
probably arose from a scribal alteration of vir- 
tute. See on Rom. 1,4; Eph. 1,19, for Erasmus’ 
removal of virtus. As usual, he avoids the 


infinitive of purpose. See Annot. The version 
of Manetti had virtutem corroborandi, and Lefévre 
potestate corroborari. 


16 suum aùtoŬ ("eius" Vg.). Erasmus’ adoption 
of a reflexive pronoun was consistent with the 
use of suae earlier in the sentence. Manetti and 
Lefévre made the same change. 


16 in internum hominem eis tov tow &vOpoo- 
mov (“in interiori homine" Vg. 1527 = some 
Vg. mss, with Vg"" (d mino?) Erasmus’ use of 
the accusative gives a more literal rendering. 
For internus, see on Rom. 7,22. Some late 
Vulgate copies had in interiorem hominem, 
which was also the wording of Jerome Comm. 
and Manetti. Other Vulgate copies, as well as 


Ambrosiaster, had in interiore bomine (with 
Ve (ed maior) s), 


17 vt inbabitet Christus «arowtfjoot tov Xpi- 
otév ("Christum habitare" late Vg.). Erasmus 
again avoids the infinitive of purpose. For in- 
habito, see on Rom. 7,17. Manetti had Christum 
habitandi. Lefèvre put habitet Christus, having 
inserted vt before in interiori in the previous 
verse. 


17 fixis in charitate radicibus tv &yé&mr) tppizo- 
pévor (“in charitate radicati” Vg.). A comparable 
change occurs in rendering éppicopévoi at Col. 
2,7 (1519), where Erasmus replaces radicati by 
sic vt radices babeatis in illo fixas. Possibly he 
regarded radicor as being insufficiently classical, 
though it was used by Pliny and Columella. By 
substituting the ablative absolute construction, 
he neatly remedied the lack of a grammatical 
antecedent for radicati. Lefèvre had vt in dilectione 
radicati, bringing forward vt from the beginning 
of the following clause. In one of the mss. of 
Manetti's version (Urb. Lat. 6), the copyist at 
first wrote per caritatem radicati, later corrected 
to agree with the Vulgate. 


17 fundamento iacto reBepeAtwopévor (“fundati” 
Vg.). For this substitution of the ablative ab- 
solute, see the previous note. Another change 
from fundo to fundamentum iacio occurs at 
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Hebr. 1,10, though at three other passages 
Erasmus retains fundo. 


18 valeatis Eioywornte (“possitis” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 15,14. Lefévre made the same change. 


18 assequi xoroAaéc8oi ("comprehendere" 
Vg). A similar substitution occurs at Phil. 
3,13. The meanings of the two Latin verbs over- 
lap, in the sense of “understand”, though a 
sequor has the nuance of “attain” rather than 
"grasp". 


18 profunditas et sublimitas Bá8og Kal Owos 
("sublimitas et profundum" Vg.). The Vulgate 
reflects a different Greek word-order, Gwos Kal 
Bá80s, as found in 3B' B C D F G 10285 and 
twenty-four other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, 
with N A and about 550 later mss. (see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, pp. 371-3). For 
profunditas, see on Rom. 8,39, and Annot. The 
same change was made by Lefevre, while Manetti 
had profunditas atque altitudo. 


19 cognoscereque yvasvai te ("scire etiam” Vg.; 
“et cognoscere" 1516). In Annot., Erasmus ob- 
jected to the use of etiam, as it seemed to imply 
that a new subject was being introduced. For 
cognosco, see on 1 Cor. 14,7, and for -que, see 
on Job. 1,39. Lefévre put ac cognoscere, and 
Manetti et sciendi etiam. 


19 praeeminentem tiv UireppáANoucav (“super- 
eminentem" Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 3,10. Erasmus 
uses superemineo in rendering Urrepéyoo at Rom. 
13,1. 


19 cognitioni ts yvwoews ("scientiae" Vg.; 
"cognitionis" 1522). See on Rom. 2,20 for the 
substitution of cognitio. In Annot., Erasmus dis- 
cusses the ambiguity of scientiae, which can be 
taken either as an objective genitive (with dilecti- 
onem ot charitatem, as recommended by Jerome) 
or as a dative (with praeeminentem or superemi- 
nentem, as advocated by Ambrosiaster). In the 
latter sense, the implied meaning is "the love 
which is so great that it cannot be fully known". 
Valla Annot. likewise raised objections to the 
obscurity of the Vulgate rendering. However, 
in Erasmus' 1522 edition, and also in his sepa- 
rate Latin N.T. of 1521, he temporarily reverted 
to the use of the genitive, as a partial concession 
to criticisms raised by Stunica: see Apolog. resp. 
lac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 208, 1l. 731-756. 
The use of cognitionis was also proposed by 
Lefèvre. 
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&y&rnv ToU XpicToO, iva TÀnpof- 
te eis Tr&v TO TAT} POA TOU Geol. 
UT St Suvepéven Ürrtp TravTa TOI- 
Aoa ÜUTrepekrrepicooU cv altoupeba 7 
vootiyev, KaT& Thy SUvauiv TAV Évepyou- 
pévny èv tiv, A atrra fj 86€a Ev TH èk- 
KAnoia èv Xpiotd 'InooóQ, eis moas Tas 
yevedss ToU alddvos TOv aidveov, duty. 
Tlapaxord oóv Uyas yo ó 5é- 
opos èv Kupico, &€ies trepitrati- 
oa THs KAtjcEwS fj; eKANOnTEe, Zp|ETe 
Tons Tatreivoppoouvns Kai Trpqó- 
Tr|TOS, perà pakpo8uuíaos, dvexduevor 
&AMAcv iv eydtrn,  *orrovSdZov- 
Tes Tnp&iv THY EvoTHTAa ToU trvev- 
patos èv Ta ouvõéouw Tfjg eiprivns. 
^tv oddpa Kal Év TrveUpa, Kadds Kal 
eA Onte av på Amid Tfjg KAfoecos 
tpdv. Fels kópios, ula aiotis, ëv På- 
Trricga, fels Geds Kai tTrathp TévTwv, 
6 Emi | rrávrow kal Sià TrávTow, Kai 
èv teow ouiv. 7évi 5è éxáoTo uv 


20 vim B-E: potentiam A | 21 sit B-E: ipsi 4 
seculi seculorum C-E: saeculi saeculorum A B 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


dilectionem Christi, vt impleamini in 
omnem plenitudinem dei. 

Ei vero qui potest cumulate face- 
re vltra omnia quae petimus aut co- 
gitamus, iuxta vim agentem in nobis, 
"sit gloria in ecclesia per Christum 
lesum, in omnes aetates seculi secu- 
lorum, Ámen. 


Hortor itaque vos ego vinctus in 

domino vt ambuletis, ita vt di- 
gnum est vocatione qua vocati estis, 
^cum omni submissione ac mansue- 
tudine, cum animi lenitate, tolerantes 
vos inuicem per charitatem, ?studen- 
tes seruare vnitatem spiritus per vin- 
culum pacis. *Vnum corpus et vnus 
spiritus, quemadmodum et vocati estis 
in vna spe vocationis vestrae. *Vnus 
dominus, vna fides, vnum baptisma, 
$vnus deus et pater omnium | qui est 
super omnia et per omnia, et in omni- 
bus vobis. "Verum vnicuique nostrum 


| per Christum Iesum B-E: in Christo Iesu 4 | 


4,2 ac B-E: et A | animi lenitate B-E: longanimitate/4 | per charitatem B-E: in charitate 4 | 


3 per vinculum B-E: in vinculo 4 


19 dilectionem | &yé&vnv (“charitatem” Vg). 
See on lob. 13,35. Lefévre made the same 
change. 


20 vero 6€ (“autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 
Erasmus no doubt considered that the con- 
tinuative sense of vero was more appropriate to 
the present context. 


20 potest cumulate facere vltra omnia quae Suva- 
Leven ÜTrép Trávra Trolfjoal ÜTrepekrrepicooU 
Qv (“potens est omnia facere superabundan- 
ter quam" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects the omis- 
sion of Utrép, as in P“ D F G. Cf. Annot. 
It would seem that a few scribes deleted this 
word because they considered it to be repeti- 
tious. For the removal of potens, see on Rom. 
11,23. The word superabundanter does not occur 
in classical usage, or in any other passage of 


the Vulgate. Valla Annot. advocated the same 
change from quam to quae. Manetti put potens 
est super omnia facere superabundanter super ea 
quae, and Lefévre superpotens est omnia facere 
superabundantius quam. 


20 cogitamus voodpev (“intelligimus” Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at 2 Tim. 2,7. Cf. 
also on Rom. 2,3, and Annot. 


20 iuxta katk ("secundum" Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 

20 vim thy SUvayuv ("virtutem" Vg.; “poten- 
tiam" 1516). See on 1 Cor. 14,11 for vim, and 
on Rom. 1,4 for potentia. Lefévre had the same 
rendering as Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


20 agentem tiv &vepyouuévny ("quae operatur" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 7,5. 
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21 sit gloria or) f ófa ("ipsi gloria" 1516 
= Vg.). Erasmus treats the pronoun as superflu- 
ous, in view of the use of Ei at the beginning 
of vs. 20. Lefévre, for the same reason, put just 
gloria. 


21 per Christum lesum tv Xpiote® “Inoot (“et 
in Christo Iesu" Vg; “in Christo Iesu" 1516). 
The Vulgate reflects the insertion of kai before 
év, as in PÚN A B C and some later mss. Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, with 1, 2105, 
2816, and also D° and most later mss. For 
per, see on Rom. 1,17. See also Annot. The 
versions of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre 
had the same wording as Erasmus’ 1516 edition, 
omitting et (and Lefèvre, as usual, had Jesu for 
lesu). 


21 aetates tas yeveds ("generationes" Vg.). See 
on vs. 5. 


4,1 Hortor MapoxoAd ("Obsecro" Vg.). For a 
comparable substitution of adhortor, see on 
Rom. 12,1. More often Erasmus prefers obsecro. 
Manetti put Deprecor. 


1 vt ambuletis, ita vt dignum est &Gicog mepi- 
matoa (“vt digne ambuletis” Vg.). Erasmus 
disliked the combination of the adverb, digne, 
with vocatione. See on Rom. 16,2, and Annot. 
The rendering of Lefèvre was ot pro dignitate 
ambuletis. Manetti followed the Vulgate, except 
that he substituted vti for vt. 


2 submissione vamewogpocuvns (“humilitate” 
Vg.). Sometimes Erasmus prefers humilitas animi. 
In Annot., he indicates that varrevogpocUvn 
means a humble attitude of mind, rather than 
a low position brought to pass by outward 
circumstances. See further on Act. 20,19. Valla 
Annot. suggested adding either sensus or animi. 
Lefèvre accordingly put humilitate sensus. 


2 ac xai ("et" 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 
Manetti made the same change. 


2 animi lenitate paxpoðupias (“patientia” Vg.; 
"longanimitate" 1516). See on Rom. 2,4, and 
Annot. The rendering of Lefèvre was identical 
with Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


2 tolerantes &vexouevoi (“supportantes” Vg.). 
See on 2 Cor. 11,1. Manetti’s version anticipa- 
ted this change (though spelling the word as 
tollerantes). 


2 vos inuicem &AM\Awv (“inuicem” Vg). See 
on Joh. 4,33. Lefèvre made the same change, but 
placed vos inuicem before supportantes. 
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2 per charitatem tv éxyá&m) (“in charitate" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. Lefèvre put in dilectione. 


3 studentes orouSátovrss ("solliciti" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 12,8. In 1522 Annot., Erasmus cited 
Augustine Contra Litteras Petiliani Il, 78 (CSEL 
52, p. 108) as having this rendering. Manetti 
and Lefévre made the same change. 


3 per vinculum tv 1 ouvdtop ("in vinculo" 
1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17, and Annot. 


4 quemadmodum xobdos (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre also made this change. 


4 et (2nd.) kai (Vg. omits). The omission of et 
in most Vulgate mss. is supported by cod. B 
and a few later Greek mss. The rendering of 
Erasmus is the same as the Jerome 1516 text, 
and the versions of Manetti and Lefévre. 


6 qui est super omnia ó Emi mrávrOv (“qui 
super omnes" Vg.). Contrary to the testimony 
of most other mss., cod. 2815 wholly omitted 
these words. Erasmus adds est, to supply a verb 
for this clause. In Annot., he points out that 
omnia is more consistent with the following 
use of per omnia, while acknowledging that in 
both places rávrov could be either masculine 
or neuter. Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre 
preferred to alter per omnia to per omnes, and 
Lefévre further inserted est after super omnes. 


6 vobis óuiv ("nobis" Vg). Erasmus derived 
this reading from cod. 2817, with support from 
cod. 2105 (both text and commentary) but 
few other mss. The Vulgate reflects a different 
Greek text, tiv, as found in codd. 1, 2815, 
2816, together with D F G and most other mss. 
In 3355 N. A B C 082 and a few other mss., the 
word was altogether omitted. See Arnot. It has 
been suggested that both fjuiv and óyiv are 
explanatory insertions by scribes. If, however, 
the genuine reading was "juiv (or piv), an 
early scribe might have attempted a rhetorical 
"improvement" by deleting the word, so as to 
conform with the absence of a pronoun after 
the three preceding instances of Trávro. Ano- 
ther possibility is accidental omission through 
homoeoteleuton, passing from -iv at the end 
of Tr&civ to -iv at the end of fyyiv (cf. the 
omission of &yícv after Tavtoov in 3B 6 at Eph. 
3,8). The Textus Receptus, in retaining the variant 
Uuiv from Erasmus, has the least well attested 
reading. 


7 Verum vnicuique & 66 ikáotw ("Vnicuique 
autem" Vg.). See on Ioh. 1,26. 
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¿Són Å yapis karè Tò pétpov This 
Bwpeds ToU Xpiotod. *816 Aéyei, Ava- 
Bàs eis Gwos, txpoAorreuoev alypoAc- 
oiav, Kal exe 5ópara Toig áàvOpo- 
Trois. Td Bé, avéBn, th éotiv, ef ph 
ÖTI Kal KaTéBn TrpdTov cis Tà KaTOOTE- 
pa pépn tis yñs; Pó xataPds, avrds 
icri Kal 6 dvaBdas Urrepdve TrávTow 
TÀv oUpavóv, iva TrÀnpocr TÈ Tráv- 
ta. lai aùTtòs É6cxe, ToUs pév dtro- 
oTdAous, Tous BE mpophTtas, Tous BÉ 
evayyeAiotas, Tous È Troiwévas Kal 8i- 
SackdAous, "Tpós TOV karapricuóv 
TÀv &yícv eis Epyov Biaxovias, eis oi- 
Kodopunv ToU oapatos ToU XpicToU, 
3 uéxpi Katavthowpev of tavtes eis 
TV évoTnTa THs Trio Tecos, Kai Ths èm- 
yvacens ToU viot ToU be0t, els &v5pa 
TéAetov, els uérpov TAIKlas roO TrÀnpoo- 
Barros ToU XpicToU, “iva unkémi dpev 
vitriol, KAubovitópevor Kal trepipepd- 
evor Travri dvepe TÄS SiSacKaAias, èv 
TÄ ku | Bela: Tav dvOpeotrev, èv rravoup- 
yig, Teds Thy pebodeiav tis TAdvNs: 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


data est gratia iuxta mensuram do- 
nationis Christi. *Quapropter dicit: 
Quum ascendisset in altum, capti- 
uam duxit captiuitatem et dedit dona 
hominibus. Caeterum illud ascen- 
dit, quid est, nisi quod etiam descen- 
derat prius in infimas partes terrae? 
Qui descendit, idem ille est, qui 
etiam ascendit supra omnes coelos, 
vt impleret omnia. “Et idem dedit, 
alios quidem apostolos, alios vero pro- 
phetas, alios autem euangelistas, ali- 
os autem pastores ac doctores, "ad 
instaurationem sanctorum in opus 
administrationis, in aedificationem 
corporis Christi, P donec peruenia- 
mus omnes in vnitatem fidei et agni- 
tionis filii dei, in virum perfectum, 
in mensuram aetatis plene adultae 
Christi, “vt non amplius simus 
pueri, qui fluctuemus et circunfera- 
mur quouis vento doctrinae, per ver- 
sutiam ho|minum, per astutiam, qua 
nos adoriuntur, vt imponant nobis, 


4,8 nxparotevoev ... rois B-E: nypoorreusoev ... Tord 


7 mensuram donationis C-E: modum doni A B | 11 ac B-E:etA | 13 perueniamus B-E: 
occurrerimus A | plene adultae B-E: quae est plenitudo A | 14 fluctuemus B-E: fluctuant 4 | 
circunferamur B-E (circumferamur B C, circüferamur E): circumferuntur A | per versutiam B-E: 
in versutia.4 | per astutiam ... nobis B-E: in astutia, ad aggressionem imposturae A 


7 iuxta katé ("secundum" Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. Erasmus' rendering also occurs in Jerome 
Comm. (though the Jerome 1516 N.T. text and 
lemma have secundum). 


7 mensuram donationis tÒ yétpov Tis Sopeds 
("modum doni" 1516-19). The substitution of 
modum in 1516-19 introduced an inconsistency 
with mensura in vss. 13 and 16, rendering the 
same Greek word. For donum, see on Rom. 5,17. 
The restoration of mensuram donationis was first 
made in the separate Latin edition of 1521. 


8 Quapropter $16 ("Propter quod” Vg.). See on 
Act. 10,29. Lefévre made the same change. 


8 Quum ascendisset AvaBds ("Ascendens" Vg.). 
Greek aorist. See Annot. 


8 tyxuadewtevoev. Codd. 1 and 2815 had ñx- 
uaAcTseUgas, as in cod. A and a few later 
mss. (cf. cod. 2816 alyyadotevcas), perhaps 
influenced by the occurrence of Avafós earlier 
in the sentence, or by the Septuagint's use 
of tiypaAoxreucas at Ps. 68,18 (67,19): cf. the 
following note. 


8 et xai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission is 
supported by P“ N* A C°" D* F G and a 
few later mss. While additions and deletions of 
xai, whether deliberate or accidental, are not 
uncommon among the mss., in this instance 
it seems possible that a few scribes omitted the 
word under the influence of the Septuagint 
version of Ps. 68,18 (67,19), ?xpaAcrreucas 
aixypoAcotav, EAoes Sópara. Erasmus follows 
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codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 
2816, as well as X ©! B C* D and most later 
mss, The same change was made by Lefèvre, 
while Manetti had atque. 


8 vois. Cod. 2815 substitutes èv, in company 
with F G and several later mss., representing 
a further harmonisation with the parallel passage 
of the Septuagint. 


9 Caeterum illud tò SE ("Quod autem” Vg.). 


Erasmus renders TÓ more literally. For caeterum, 
see on Act. 6,2. See also Annot. 


9 quod Sti ("quia" Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. The 
same change was made by Manetti. 


9 etiam xai (“et” Vg.). See on Job. 6,36. Erasmus’ 
rendering is the same as that of Ambrosiaster. 


9 descenderat xocréBn (" descendit" Vg.). Erasmus 
uses the pluperfect tense, which seemed better 
suited to the context. See on Job. 1,19. 


9 prius mpóyrov ( primum" Vg.). See on Rom. 
15,24. 


9 infimas tà katotepa inferiores" Vg.). The 
Vulgate is more literally correct in using the 
comparative form of the adjective. Cod. 2817 
omitted tá, with $* and five other mss. (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, pp. 374-7). 


10 idem ille est, qui etiam atrtés tomi Kai 6 
(“ipse est et qui” Vg.). Erasmus is less literal as 
to the word-order, but conveys the sense in 
more elegant Latin. Lefévre put ille est qui et 
(though in Comm., he omitted et). 


10 supra Strepdve (“super” Vg.). See on Job. 
3,31. 


10 impleret tanpon (“adimpleret” late Vg.). 
See on Job. 15,25. Erasmus’ rendering agrees 
with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, the Je- 
rome 1516 text and lemma, and the version of 
Manetti, while Lefévre put impleat. 


11 idem atrtés (“ipse” Vg.) This change was 
consistent with Erasmus' substitution of idem 
in the previous verse, and makes more sense, 
as the emphatic pronoun of the Vulgate is not 
required by the context. 


11 alios (four times) Tous ("quosdam ... quos- 
dam .. alios .. alios" Vg.). Erasmus is more 
consistent. Manetti put quosdam in all four 
places. Lefèvre had quosdam ... quosdam ... bos ... 
illos. 


11 vero... autem ... autem Bt ... Bt ... DÉ (“autem 
... Vero ... autem” Vg.). This change made little 
difference to the sense. Lefévre used stylistic 
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variety to greater effect by putting autem ... vero 
~. porro. 
11 ac Kai ("et" 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


12. instaurationem tov Karapricyóv (“consum- 
mationem" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 1,10; 2 Cor. 13,9, 
and Annot. on the present pasage. Manetti put 
confirmationem. 


13 perueniamus xacravTijocouev ("occurramus" 


Vg.; “occurrerimus” 1516). This substitution is 
in accordance with Vulgate usage in rendering 
the same Greek verb at Act. 16,1; 1 Cor. 14,36. 
At Phil. 3,11, Erasmus replaces occurro with per- 
tingo. However, he uses occurro elsewhere for 
rendering à&mavTáw, ouvavráco and Umravréro. 
Codd. 2105 and 2817 had karavtoopev, to- 
gether with many other late mss. In cod. 2815, 
the whole verse was originally omitted, through 
the error of homoeoteleuton, but was restored 
in the lower margin by a later hand (not that 
of Erasmus). Lefévre put concurramus. 


13 plene adultae toU tANpoOpatos (“plenitudi- 
nis” Vg.; “quae est plenitudo" 1516). Erasmus’ 
1519 rendering is a questionable change, treating 
Tnpcouarros as if it were a feminine participle 
agreeing with fjAikíass. 

14 non amplius unkém (“iam non" Vg.). See on 
lob. 6,66. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change. 


14 pueri virion ( paruuli" Vg.). See on Rom. 
2,20; 1 Cor. 13,11, and Annot. 


14 qui fluctuemus et circunferamur k\s8oviGoue- 
voi Kai Trepipepópevor (“fluctuantes et circun- 
feramur" Vg.; "qui fluctuant et circumferuntur" 
1516). Erasmus provides a more consistent ren- 
dering. Cf. Annot. Cod. 2815 has an incorrect 
spelling, xAUSoviGouevor. Lefèvre put fluctuantes 
et qui circunferamur. 


14 quouis mavti ('omni" Vg.) . See on Act. 
10,35, and Annot. 

14 per versutiam èv ti) kupeiq ("in nequitia" 
Vg.; "in versutia" 1516). For per, see on Rom. 
1,17, and for versutia, see on Rom. 1,29, and 
Annot. The version of Manetti had in illusione, 
and Lefèvre in turbatione. 


14 per astutiam èv travoupyia (“in astutia" 
1516 = Vg.). See again on Rom. 1,17. 


14 qua nos adoriuntur, vt imponant nobis TPOS 
Thy ue8o8síav tis TAdvns (“ad circumuen- 
tionem erroris" Vg. “ad aggressionem impo- 
sturae" 1516). For the sake of clarity, Erasmus 
here resorts to paraphrase: see Annot., where he 
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 eAnGevovtes SÈ iv &yám, avErjow- 
uev eis aUTóv Tà Trávra, Óg ioTw [fj 
kepa fj, ó Xpiotds, !6:€ oO Trav TÒ oð- 
ya cuvappoAoyoUusvov, Kal cuupipa- 
Couevov Sic traons åpňs Tfjg émtyo- 
pnylas, Kat’ évépyeiav èv yétpw évds 
&k&cTou pépous, Thy alEnoiv ToU ow- 
parros moira, els oikoSopr]v EauToU èv 
é&yarrn. 

7 Toto ov Aéyw Kal paptúpopa èv 
Kupic, unkéri Up&s Trepitrateiv, kaðds 
Kai Tà Aor &üvr) Treprrracrei èv patai- 
ÓTNTI ToU voós atUTav,  Üickoricué- 
voi Ti Stavoia, Svtes é&rrAAoTpiopévoi 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Psed veritatem sectantes in charita- 
te, adolescamus in illum per omnia, 
qui est caput, nempe Christus: in 
quo totum corpus, si coagmentetur, et 
compingatur per omnem commissu- 
ram subministrationis, iuxta actum in 
mensura vniuscuiusque partis, incre- 
mentum corporis facit, in aedificatio- 
nem sui ipsius per charitatem. 

"7 Hoc itaque dico, et testor per do- 
minum, ne posthac ambuletis, quem- 
admodum et reliquae gentes ambulant 
in vanitate mentis suae, dum men- 
tem habent obtenebratam, abalienati 


16 vniuscuiusque B-E: vnicuiusque 4 | per charitatem B-E: in charitate 4 | 17 testor per 
dominum B-E: testificor in domino A | mentis B-E: intellectus 4 | suae C-E: sui A B 


argues that, in Latin usage, error is manifested 
by the person who is deceived rather than the 
deceiver, whereas TTA&vn can attach to both in- 
dividuals. A similar point is made in Annot. on 
1 Thess. 2,3. In rendering peĝoðeias at Eph. 6,11, 
Erasmus substitutes assultus for insidias. He else- 
where uses impono to replace decipio in rendering 
TrapaAoyiGopat at Col. 2,4. The 1516 substitu- 
tion of imposturae for erroris (xfjg TAGvTs) has 
a parallel at 1 Thess. 2,3, and is also recommended 
in Annot. on 2 Thess. 2,11. In Erasmus’ translation 
of the latter passage, error is replaced by ilusio. 
At Iud. 11, in rendering the same Greek word, 
error is changed to deceptio. However, impostura 
and illusio are comparatively rare, and deceptio 
non-existent, in classical literature. Manetti put 
ad transgressionem erroris, and Lefévre ad insidias 
erroris. 


15 sed veritatem sectantes &hnPevovtes 5€ (“veri- 
tatem autem facientes" Vg.). Erasmus preferred 
the more emphatic sed, as the apostle was now 
prescribing a remedy to correct the problems 
which had just been mentioned: see Annot. For 
other substitutions for autem, see also on Job. 
1,26. For the avoidance of facio, see on lob. 
3,21. In Annot., Erasmus alternatively suggests 
rendering &An0eUc by vera loquor, a turn of 
phrase which he had adopted at Gal. 4,16. His 
use of veritatem sectantes followed a proposal of 
Valla Annot. Likewise Lefévre had veritatem au- 
tem sectantes, while Manetti put Veritatem autem 
dicentes. 


15 adolescamus aùẸhowpev (“crescamus” Vg.). 
Erasmus wished to make the meaning more ex- 
plicit, to include growth towards maturity and 
not merely increase of size: see Annot. At Col. 
2,19, he replaces crescit with augescit. Ambrosi- 
aster, the Jerome 1516 text, Valla Annot. and 
Lefèvre had augeamus at the present passage. 
15 in illum eis aùTtóv ("in illo" Vg.). Erasmus 
is more accurate here: see Annot. The same 
change was advocated by Valla Axnot. The 
versions of Ambrosiaster and Manetti had in 
ipsum, and Lefèvre in eo. 


15 nempe Christus é Xpiotés ("Christus" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,32. 


16 in (1st.) € (“ex” Vg.). Erasmus is less accu- 
rate on this point. In the closely comparable 
passage at Col. 2,19, he retains caput ex quo. 


16 si coagmentetur, et compingatur ouvapuoAo- 
youuevov Kal cuupipaZóusvov ("compactum 
et connexum" Vg.). Erasmus evidently regar- 
ded the two Greek words as virtually synony- 
mous, as in Annot. he suggests rendering oup- 
PiBaZóusvov by coagmentatum. See on Eph. 
2,21. However, his choice of compingatur is 
consistent with his use of compingo in rendering 
cuppipáZo at Col. 2,2, 19. Manetti tried con- 
structum et coniunctum, and Lefèvre coalescit et 
conspirat. 

16 commissuram &pñs (“iuncturam” Vg.). At 
Col. 2,19, Erasmus similarly replaces nexus by 
commissuras in translating the same Greek word. 
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In 1519 Annot., he also commends the use of 
tactum by Augustine Enarrationes in Psalmos, on 
Ds. 10 (CCSL 38, p. 79). Manetti likewise adop- 
ted tactum here and at Col. 2,19. 


16 iuxta kat’ (“secundum” Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 


16 actum ivépysiav "operationem" Vg). See 
on 1 Cor. 12,10, and Annot. At Rom. 12,4, again 
referring to parts of the body, actus is used to 
render rp&£is, by both Erasmus and the Vulgate. 
The rendering of Lefévre was functionem. 


16 in mensura tv pétpo ("in mensuram" Vg). 
Erasmus is more literal here. See Annot. The 
same change was made by Manetti and Lefèvre. 
In the lemma of Valla Annot. and 1516 Annot., 
in mensura was attributed to the Vulgate. 


16 partis pépous (“membri” Vg.). The Vulgate 
may reflect the substitution of u£Aous, as in 
codd. A C and a few later mss. See Annot. The 
rendering of Erasmus is the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


16 incrementum thy obEnow (“augmentum” 
Vg.). In the similar passage at Col. 2,19, Erasmus 
retains augmentum for avEnots. His choice of 
expression is again identical with the version 
of Ambrosiaster. Both mss. of Manetti’s version 
had argumentum, probably as a result of scribal 
error. 


16 sui ipsius &au ToO (“sui” Vg.). Erasmus em- 
phasises the reflexive sense of the pronoun: 
see Annot. A few mss., commencing with N D* 
F G, substitute avtov. Manetti and Lefèvre 
made the same addition as Erasmus. 


16 per charitatem tv à&y&ny (“in charitate" 
1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. Lefèvre had ix 
dilectione. 


17 itaque oŭv (“igitur” Vg.). See on Rom. 13,10. 
Jerome Comm. and Manetti put ergo. 

17 testor uaprópopuon (“testificor” 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Zoh. 1,7. Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre had 
the same wording as Erasmus. 


17 per dominum iv kupico (“in domino" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. In Annot., Erasmus 
states that some mss. have évaotriov ToU Geo, 
a reading which is not in any of the N.T. mss. 
which he consulted at Basle. There may, however, 
be a connection between this variant and the 
interpretation offered by cod. 2817°™™, tout- 
éoTl uáprupa TOV KUPIOV KAAd. 


17 ne posthac ymkémi ("vt iam non” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 5,14. The Jerome 1516 text and lemma, and 
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also Lefèvre, had non amplius. Manetti put ne 
amplius. 

17 quemadmodum «a&cs (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre also made this change. 


17 reliquae Aovr& (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission is supported by p“ ^94 N* A B D* 
F G 082 and twenty-five later mss. Erasmus fol- 
lows codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 


2816, as well as N ©" D° and about 540 later 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, 
pp. 377-80), together with mss. cited by Valla 
Annot. See also Annot. In Pauline usage, Tà 
6vn frequently occurs without any qualifying 
adjective. At the present passage, Aoir (“the 
rest of") has been thought by some to be an 
interpretative gloss, inserted by scribes to make 
clear that the believers at Ephesus were also 
Gentiles. A different explanation of this textual 
discrepancy is that Aorrá was originally present, 
but that an early scribe accidentally omitted 
the word. That the apostle was, when necessary, 
capable of using Aorrós in such a context, is 
demonstrated by the phrase Kaas xod èv ois 
Aortrois Éüveciv at Rom. 1,13. The rendering 
of Valla and Lefévre was caeterae, or in Manetti's 
version, ceterae. 


17 mentis suae To vods auTév ("sensus sui" 
Vg.; "intellectus sui" 1516; "mentis sui" 1519). 
The substitution of mentis is consistent with 
Vulgate usage in vs. 23. See on Rom. 1,28, and 
Annot. In adopting this word, Erasmus agrees 
with the translation offered by Ambrosiaster, 
Valla Annot., and Lefèvre. The 1519 edition's 
incorrect use of the masculine (or neuter) 
pronoun, sui, was remedied by the substitution 
of suae in Erasmus' separate Latin edition of 
1521, again in agreement with the versions of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. Manetti had the 
same rendering as Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


18 dum mentem babent obtenebratam toxotioye- 
vor Tfj Siavoia ("tenebris obscuratum habentes 
intellectum" Vg.). See on Rom. 1,21 for obtenebro, 
and on Rom. 1,20 for dum. By adopting mens 
for both Sidvoia and vots in vss. 17-23, Erasmus 
removes any distinction of meaning between 
the two words. The Jerome 1516 text and 
lemma have obscurati mente, a rendering which 
Erasmus cites in Annot. The version of Manetti 
put tenebris obtenebrati mente, and Lefèvre ob- 
tenebratae intelligentia. 


18 abalienati dvtes &rrAAoTpioouévor. ("ali- 
enati” Vg.). See on Eph. 2,12. As indicated in 
Annot., the use of abalienati also occurs in 
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Tis Goxjs ToO Geot, Sia Thy &yvoiav 
Thv oŬoav £v aùTois, Sià Thv Trapwoiv 
Tts KapSias aùtõv, “oitives &mnàÀ- 
YnKóTES, Exutous mapéðwkav TH ó&ctA- 
ysig, eis épyacíav åkaðapcias Tráons 
iv mÀcovetig. ™ Upels SE où% oUrcs 
éudGete Tov Xpiotév, ei ye avtov 
AKovoate, Kal èv atta eiSdy6nte, 
kabaos oriy GAnOeia èv tH "Imoo0, 
2 &rrobtobai Üp&s KaTa Thy TpoTépav 
d&vaotpophy tov tmalAaidv &vðpw- 
TOv, Tov gOeipouevov karáà Tég mi- 
Bunias Tis &Tr&rns, 3 àvaveoŭoða: St 
TO TveUpaTi TOU voós Wudv, "xol 
évOucac8oi Tov Kaivov  ávOpoorrov, 
TÓv kaTà Qedv kric8Évra èv Sika- 
ovvn Kal ócióryrt Tfjg; AAn8elag. 
Aid à&moðépevoi TÒ wellSos, Aa- 
Aite &Afügiav ExaoTos perà TOU 
TÀnoiov oUToU, STI topèv GAATACV 
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a vita dei, propter ignorantiam quae 
est in illis, et excaecationem cordis 
eorum, Pqui posteaquam peruenerunt 
eo vt dolere desierint, semet ipsos 
dediderunt lasciuiae, ad patrandum 
immundiciam omnem cum auidita- 
te. P Vos autem non sic didicistis 
Christum: ?'siquidem illum audistis, 
et in eo docti fuistis, quemadmo- 
dum est veritas in Iesu, 7 deponere 
iuxta priorem conuersatio|nem vete- 
rem hominem, qui corrumpitur iuxta 
concupiscentias erroris: — ?renouari 
vero spiritu mentis vestrae, ™et in- 
duere nouum hominem, qui iuxta 
deum conditus est per iustitiam et 
sanctitatem veritatis. 

25 Quapropter deposito mendacio, 
loquamini veritatem quisque proxi- 
mo suo, quoniam sumus inuicem 


18 in B-E: om. A | 19 eo vt dolere desierint B-E: ad indolentiam A | cum auiditate B-E: in 
auaritia Æ | 21 lesu B-E: Christo Iesu 4 | 23 vero B-E: autem A | 24 per iustitiam et 
sanctitatem B-E (exc. iusticiam pro iustitiam B): in iusticia, et sanctitate 4 


Jerome Comm. The version of Lefévre had vt 
quae sunt alienae factae. 


18 propter &i& (“per” Vg). In view of the 
following accusative, Erasmus is more accurate 
here: see Annot. His translation agrees with the 
wording adopted by the Jerome 1516 text, Valla 
Annot., Manetti and Lefévre. Both renderings 
occur in Ambrosiaster (1492). 


18 in év (omitted in 1516 Lat.). The omission 
in 1516 was possibly inadvertent, as it conflicts 
with the accompanying Greek text and with 
Erasmus' Basle mss. 


18 et &i& (“propter” Vg.). Erasmus is less literal 
at this point, evidently wishing to avoid the 
interpretation that the previously-mentioned 
ignorance was caused by blindness of heart. 
Lefévre put ob. 


18 excaccationem Thy Trapwo (“caecitatem” 
Vg.). See on Rom. 11,25, and Annot. Both Ma- 
netti and Lefévre put obstinationem. 


18 eorum avtdv (“ipsorum” Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,20. Erasmus has the same rendering as the 
Jerome 1516 text. Valla Axnot. and Manetti 
suggested sui, and Lefèvre earum. 


19 posteaquam peruenerunt eo vt dolere desierint 
é&rrrA ynkóres (“desperantes” Vg.; "posteaquam 
peruenerunt ad indolentiam" 1516). In 1519 
Annot., Erasmus speculates that the Vulgate re- 
flects the substitution of étrnAtrixétes, a reading 
which is found in cod. D and a few later mss. 
(cf. &q@nAtriKétes in codd. F G). Among various 
suggestions made by Valla Annot. was secordia 
(i.e. socordia) retenti. Lefèvre had nil pertesae. 


19 dediderunt waptSwxav ("tradiderunt Vg). 
See on 2 Cor. 8,5. In Manetti's version, this verb 
was omitted. 

19 lasciuiae Tij &oeysla (“impudicitiae” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 13,13. 


19 ad patrandum immundiciam omnem pya- 
olav óko8apcías mé&ons (“in operationem 
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immundiciae omnis” Vg.). For Erasmus’ remo- 
val of operor and operatio, see on Rom. 1,27; 
1 Cor. 12,10, and for his use of patro, see further 
on 1 Cor. 5,3. Lefévre had in operatione omnis 
immunditiae. 

19 cum auiditate tv mAsove&ia (“in auarici- 
am" late Vg.; "in auaritia" 1516 = Vg. mss.). In 
1519 Annot., prompted by Jerome Comm., Eras- 
mus argues that avaricia meant financial greed, 
whereas the present context seemed to require 
a word which could refer to other kinds of 
greedy desire. For cum, see on Rom. 1,4. Erasmus’ 
1516 edition had the same rendering as the 
earlier Vulgate, the Jerome 1516 text, and Ma- 
netti. Lefévre put in abundantia. 


20 sic oUrcos (“ita” Vg.). See on Rom. 5,21. 
Lefévre put hoc pacto. 

21 siquidem ci ye (“si tamen" Vg.). See on Eph. 
3,2, and Annot. The version of Lefèvre began 
the sentence with eum vtique. 


21 eo até ("ipso" Vg.). See on Rom. 1,20. The 
same change was made by Lefèvre. 

21 docti fuistis &&ib&yOryre ("edocti estis" Vg.). 
Erasmus was content to use edocti estis in render- 
ing exactly the same Greek word at Col. 2,7. For 
his use of fui, see on Rom. 4,2. The Jerome 1516 
text had docti estis. 


21 quemadmodum xa&cos (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre had vt. 


21 lesu tæ "Ico (“Christo Iesu" 1516 Lat.). 
The 1516 addition of Christo was in conflict 
with Erasmus' accompanying Greek text, and 
had little support from Greek mss. 


22 deponere &rro060901 úuãs ("Deponite vos” 
late Vg.). Erasmus gives a literal rendering of 
the Greek infinitive, but regarded Upas as 
superfluous to the sense. See Annot. He similarly 
removes the imperative in vss. 23 and 24, below. 
The earlier Vulgate and Jerome Comm. had de 
ponere vos. Lefèvre put vobis deponendum esse. 
22 iuxta (twice) kat& (“secundum” Vg.). See 
on Act, 13,23. Jerome Comm. had secundum ... 
iuxta. Lefévre substituted prioris conuersationis 
for secundum pristinam conuersationem, but re- 
tained the second instance of secundum. 

22 priorem tTpotépav (“pristinam” Vg). In 
rendering trpotepov, Erasmus made an opposite 
change at 1 Petr. 1,14, from prioribus to pristi- 
nis, and replaced pristinos by superiores at Hebr. 
10,32. At the present passage, Erasmus' wording 
is the same as that of Ambrosiaster, Jerome 
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Comm. and Manetti. See Annot. For Lefévre’s 
version, see the previous note. 


22 concupiscentias tes EmOupias (“desideria” 
Vg.). See on Rom. 13,14. Manetti anticipated 
this change, and further substituted deceptionis 
for erroris. Lefévre replaced desideria erroris by 
concupiscentiarum illecebras. 


23 renouari &vaveotiobai ("renouamini" Vg.). 
See on vs. 22 (deponere), and Annot. In Lefévre's 
version, renouamini autem became vt et renoue- 
mini. 

23 vero 5t (“autem” 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 
1,26. Lefévre had et: see the previous note. 


24 induere tv6Ucac8o1 (“induite” Vg.). See on 
vs. 22 (deponere). Lefèvre put induamini (cf. in- 
duimini, in the 1492 edition of Ambrosiaster). 


24 iuxta xará (“secundum” Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 


24 conditus krio8£vra. (“creatus” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,25. The use of conditus also occurs in 
Jerome Comm. 


24 per iustitiam et sanctitatem tv bikotoavr) Kal 
dcidTyT1 (“in iusticia, et sanctitate" 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,17. In Annot., Erasmus’ loose 
citation of this Greek phrase as êv óciórrymi 
probably did not reflect any manuscript vari- 
ant. Lefèvre, questionably, substituted sanctitatis 
veritate for sanctitate veritatis. 


25 Quapropter Aid ("Propter quod" Vg.). See 
on Act. 10,29. 


25 deposito mendacio &ro86pevor TO yeðõos 
‘se = LJ 

("deponentes mendacium" Vg.). Erasmus makes 
use of the ablative absolute construction, to 
preserve the sense of the Greek aorist. He has 
the same rendering as Ambrosiaster. Manetti 
and Lefèvre both put deponentes falsitatem. 


25 loquamini dadeite ("loquimini" Vg.). See 
on Job. 6,27. 


25 quisque &xac' Tos ("vnusquisque" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 12,3. 


25 proximo petà ToU TAnoiov ("cum proximo" 
Vg.). Erasmus is less literal here. Possibly he was 
concerned that cum might be misunderstood to 
imply speaking in unison with another person. 
However, the construction /oquor ... cum occurred 
in classical usage with reference to two or more 
persons conversing with one another, and in 
Annot. he accepted that the Vulgate rendering 
was satisfactory. Erasmus retains loquor cum at 
thirteen other passages. 
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MéAn. %òpyičeoðe xoi pr &paprá- 
vere. Ó fAlos uf Emibuéro etl TH 
Tapopyicpóo Udy, Tre SiSoTe 
ToTrov TH SiaBdAw. Bó KAEéTTOV 
Mnkér:i KAerrTéTO, pàÀAAov 8& komid- 
Two epyatoyevos TO à&yaðòv Talis xep- 
oiv, iva éyn petadiSdvar TH yxpelav 
éxyovtl. P 1&s Adyos campós èk ToU 
o1óuaTos Wd uf] ékrropeuéc6o, GAA’ 
ei Tis dyads Trpós olkoBounv TS 
xpsias, iva 86 ydpiv Toig óxoUouoci. 
3 «ol pt) Autreite TO TrveGpa TO &yiov 
TOU Oo, év © EogpayícOryre eis fué- 
pav é&moAuTpócsos. "moa mikpia 
kai 9upós Kal pyh Kal Kpavy?) Kai 
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membra. “Irascimini et non peccetis. 
Sol ne occidat super iram vestram, 
Zneque detis locum  calumniatori. 
3 Qui furabatur, non amplius fure- 
tur: magis autem laboret operando 
manibus quod bonum est, vt possit 
impartiri ei qui opus habuerit. ? Om- 
nis sermo spurcus ex ore vestro ne 
procedat: sed si quis est bonus ad 
aedificationem, quoties opus est, vt 
det gratiam audientibus. — * Et ne 
contristetis spiritum sanctum dei, 
per quem obsignati estis in diem 
redemptionis. ?' Omnis amarulentia 
et tumor et ira et vociferatio et 


26 opyiZeoGe C-E: opyicec0e A B | 27 unte B-E: un 66 A 


29 quoties opus est B-E: vtilitatis 4 | 30 per quem B-E: in quo 4 


26 dpyifeobe. The reading ópyioso8e in 
1516-19 is not derived from Erasmus' mss. at 
Basle, and probably arose from a typesetting 
error. 

26 non peceetis yh &yoprávers ("nolite peccare" 
Vg.). Usually Erasmus has ze rather than non, 
to express a negative command: cf. on Rom. 
11,18. Manetti put ne peccetis. 


26 ne uf, ("non" Vg.). See the previous note, 
and also on Job. 3,7. 

26 iram 14 mopopyicuó (“iracundiam” Vg.). 
In Annot., Erasmus argues that iracundia has 
a pejorative connotation, meaning a habitual 
tendency to lose one's temper. However, he was 
content to attribute iracundia, rather than ira, 
to Jesus at Mc. 3,5 (for òpyń), and to God at 
Ap. Iob. 15,7 (for 9upós). Cf. Erasmus’ substi- 
tution of ad iram prouoco for ad iracundiam 
prouoco in rendering tapopyiZw at Eph. 6,4. 


27 neque detis locum ryte SíSoTe Tórrov ("nolite 
dare locum" Vg. 1527). The word-order of the 
1527 Vulgate column follows the Froben Vulgate 
of 1514. The Vulgate rendering would corre- 
spond more closely with ph than with phre. 
In 1516, Erasmus had pr 8€ in his text, and 
unde (sic) in Annot. His codd. 1, 2815, 2816, 
2817 all had uħ 8é (codd. 3 and 2105 had pi, 
omitting 56). The spelling ute is supported 
by a minority of mss., and may represent an 


arbitrary correction by Erasmus in 1519. This 
variant remained hereafter in the Textus Receptus. 
For the removal of nolo, see on Rom. 11,18. 
Ambrosiaster, and the Jerome 1516 text and 
lemma, had neque locum detis. Manetti put ne 
autem locum detis. The earlier Vulgate, and also 
Lefévre (both columns), had solite locum dare. 


27 calumniatori tT 5vapóAco (“diabolo” Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at 1 Tim. 3,6-7 
(cf. the Vulgate use of detrabens at 1 Tim. 3,11, 
criminator at 2 Tim. 3,3, and criminatrix at Tit. 
2,3), leaving it an open question as to whether 
this was to be treated as a name for Satan or 
as a description of every kind of false accuser. 
See 1516 Annot. In his Apolog. resp. Iac. Lop. 
Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 210, Il. 758-771, Erasmus 
further defended his rendering against objections 
by Stunica. 


28 non amplius ynxén (“iam non" Vg.). See on 
lob. 6,66. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change. 


28 manibus vois xspoiv ("manibus suis” late 
Vg. and many Vg. mss.). In more than 140 mss., 
commencing with N * A D F G, and including 
cod. 2816*^", iSicus is added before xspoív, cor- 
responding with the late Vulgate addition of 
suis. If iSioas had genuinely belonged to the text 
of the present passage, it could be thought that 
some scribes deleted it because they considered 
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it redundant to the sense, or through an acci- 
dental error of homoeoteleuton, passing over 
from -aç in Tas to -qiş in lios. However, 
it is also possible that scribes incorrectly in- 
serted {Sious under the influence of 1 Thess. 
4,11 (where most mss., commencing with N * 
A D°", have épydZeo6ar "rois líots Xspolv 
úuæv) or of 1 Cor. 4,12 (xomóyev, èpyağó- 
yevor Tais iSiais yxepot). In omitting iSiais, 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816*, as well as * “4 No" B 
and about 440 later mss. (see Aland Die Paulz- 
nischen Briefe vol. 3, pp. 380-3). See Annot. In 
placing quod bonum est after manibus, he is influ- 
enced by the Vulgate word-order, which in turn 
reflects the transposition of Td &yaOdv after 
Xepotv, as in 33569 N A B D F G and about 
forty other mss. (see Aland, Joc. cit.). Ambrosiaster 
and Manetti had the same rendering as Erasmus. 


28 possit tyn ("habeat" Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 8,11, 
and Annot. 


28 impartiri ueva&ibóvoa ("vnde tribuat" Vg.). 
Erasmus' rendering adheres to the grammatical 
form of the Greek word. For impertio and im- 
partior, see further on Rom. 12,8. In Annot., he 
suggested impartire. Lefèvre put quod contribuere 
possit. 


28 ei qui opus habuerit TẸ ypelav ExovTi (“ne- 
cessitatem patienti" Vg.). This change produces 
a clearer rendering, as necessitatem could be 
mistaken for a direct object of tribuo. More 
importantly, Erasmus wished to prevent the 
supposition that necessitas meant that Christians 
are not obliged to help anyone unless the lack 
of such help would lead to that person's death: 
see Annot. The version of Manetti had egestatem 
habenti, and Lefèvre indigentiam patienti. 


29 spurcus campòs (“malus” Vg.). Erasmus does 
not use spurcus elsewhere in the N.T. In the 
sense of "foul" or "obscene", it places a some- 
what narrow restriction on the meaning of the 
Greek word. In 1519 Annot., he also suggests 
vitiosus, which he adopts in rendering oampós 
at Mt. 12,33. He retains malus at Mt. 7,17-18; 
13,48; Lc. 6,43. Manetti tried fetidus, and Lefèvre 
marcidus. 


29 ne uf) (^non" Vg.). See on Job. 3,7. Manetti 
made the same change. 


29 est bonus &yaðós ("bonus est” Vg. 1527). 
The position of the verb is unaffected by the 
Greek text. The rendering konus est, used by the 
1527 Vulgate column and the Froben edition 
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of 1514, was also adopted by the versions of 
Manetti and Lefèvre. The earlier Vulgate, Ambro- 
siaster, the Jerome 1516 text and lemma, and 
the Vulgate column of Lefèvre, had just bonus. 


29 quoties opus est THs ypeias (“fidei” late Vg.; 
“oportunitatis” some Vg. mss.; “vtilitatis” 1516). 
The late Vulgate reading, which originated in 
the Old Latin version, corresponds with Tfj; 
Tiotews in codd. D* F G and a few later mss. 
In Annot., Erasmus argues that xpeía has more 
to do with usefulness than with opportunity. 
His use of opus here was no doubt intended to 
preserve a link with ypefav in vs. 28, which he 
also rendered by opus. Manetti had exactly the 
same rendering as Erasmus' 1516 edition. Lefévre 
replaced aedificationem fidei with aediftcationis 
vtilitatem. 


30 ne contristetis uh Aumretre ("nolite contristare" 
Vg.. See on Rom. 11,18. Manetti made the 
same change. 


30 ToU eoù. These words were omitted in cod. 
2815, in company with a few other late mss. 
30 per quem tv & (“in quo" 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,17. 

30 obsignati estis toppayicOnte ("signati estis" 
Vg.). See on Zob. 3,33. 

30 in diem els yuépav ("in die" Vg.). Erasmus 
is more accurate here. See Annot. Some Vulgate 
mss. also have in diem. 


30 é&roAuTpóctox. This spelling seems to have 
been an arbitrary change, or a misprint, as all 
Erasmus’ Basle mss. had é&troAuTpacews. 


31 amarulentia mixpia (“amaritudo” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 3,14. 


31 tumor et ira Bupds Kai dpyt (“ira et indigna- 
tio” Vg.). The Vulgate corresponds more close- 
ly with dpy% Kai Gupds, as in codd. D F G 
and a few other mss. In Annot., Erasmus also 
suggests rendering 8upós by ferocitas (1516-22), 
or ferocia (1527-35). He uses indignatio et ira for 
8upós Kai òpyh at Rom. 2,8, where the Vulgate 
has a similar transposition of ira and indigna- 
tio: see further on 2 Cor. 12,20. Jerome Comm., 
Manetti and Lefèvre put furor et ira. 


31 vociferatio «pauyt (“clamor” Vg.). This is 
the only N.T. passage where Erasmus uses voci- 
feratio. At Mt. 25,6; Act. 23,9; Hebr. 5,7; Ap. Iob. 
21,4, he retains clamor from the Vulgate, in ren- 
dering the same Greek word. At the present 
passage, he wanted a word which had a more 
pejorative connotation. 
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PAaconuía óáp8rfyroo àp Gydv, ouv 
Tác: kakíg. V yivesðe S& els AAN- 
Aous xpnorol, evoTTAayyvol, xapığó- 
evor tauTois, koc Kali ó beds èv 
Xpiot® éyxapicato ÜOyiv. 


Viveobe otv myntai ToU @eoŬ, 

ws Tékva c&yorntd,  ?koi Tepi- 
Trateite Év &ydtrn, ka8os Kal ó Xpi- 
cTOs tydtrnoev twas, Kal mapéSwkev 
éauTóv únèp fuv Trpocqopáv kai 
8uciav TH Ged els ouv evedias. 
3tropvela è Kal waoa d&Kxabapoia f| 
TrAcovefia punët òvopağčéoðw èv üyiv, 
Kaas mpémei å&yiois, “kai aioxpó- 
TNS, Kal ucopoAoyía, 7) eùTtpameàia, à 
otk &vükovra, &AA& | paAAOV evya- 
pio Tío, Stotto yóp éote YIVWOKOVTEŞ, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


maledicentia tollatur a vobis, cum om- 
ni malicia. ?Sitis autem inuicem alius 
in alium comes, misericordes, largien- 
tes vobis inuicem, quemadmodum et 
deus per Christum largitus est vobis. 


Sitis igitur imitatores dei, tanquam 

filii dilecti, ?et ambuletis in dile- 
ctione, quemadmodum et Christus di- 
lexit nos, et tradidit semet ipsum pro 
nobis oblationem ac victimam deo in 
odorem bonae fragrantiae. *Caeterum 
scortatio et omnis immundicia aut 
auaricia ne nominetur quidem inter 
vos: sicut decet sanctos: ‘aut obscoe- 
nitas, aut stultiloquium, aut vrbani- 
tas, | quae non conueniunt, sed magis 
gratiarum actio. Nam hoc scitis, 


32 ev xpic To exapioato vuv B-E: exapicato upiv ev xpio oo A 


32 vobis inuicem B-E: vobismet ipsis 4 | per Christum B-E: in Christo 4 
5,1 tanquam B-E: vt A | 2 ac B-E: etA | 3 scortatio B-E: fornicatio 4 | 4 prius aut B-E: 
etA | alt. aut B-E: et A | tert. aut B-E: etA | non conueniunt B-E: ad rem non pertinent A 


31 maledicentia Bhaognuía ("blasphemia" Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at Col. 3,8; 1 Tim. 
6,4; Ap. Iob. 17,3 (1519). See further on Act. 
6,11. 


32 Sitis yivecOe (“Estote” Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 
14,20. 

32 inuicem alius in alium els &AANAOUS ("inui- 
cem" Vg.). See on Joh. 13,14. 

32 comes pro oi ("benigni" Vg.). Cf. the sub- 
stitution of comitas for benignitas in rendering 
xpnoTóTns at Col. 3,12: see on Rom. 2,4. In 
rendering xpnoós elsewhere, Erasmus retains 
benignus at Le. 6,35, and substitutes benignus 
for dulcis at 1 Petr. 2,3. In Annot., he suggests 
that benignitas specifically denotes generosity in 
giving, and not just kindness in general. Lefévre 
put dulces. 


32 largientes ... largitus est yapiGouevor ... Exa- 
picaro (“donantes ... donauit" Vg.). In 1516 
Annot., Erasmus contends that yapiZopa here 
refers to giving rather than to forgiving. In a 
change of view in 1519 Annot., he concedes 


that forgiving is the primary sense. Lefévre put 
condonantes ... condonauit. 

32 vobis inuicem tauroïs (“inuicem” Vg.; "vo- 
bismet ipsis" 1516). Erasmus' more literal ren- 
dering in 1516 was influenced by Jerome Comm.: 
see Annot. In 1519, he adopts the same render- 
ing as Lefévre, which was closer to that of the 
Vulgate. 


32 quemadmodum kados (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre made the same change. 

32 per Christum tv Xpio T ("in Christo" 1516 
7 Vg. See on Rom. 1,17. In the 1516 Greek 
text, this phrase is placed after &yapícorro piv, 
partly following cod. 2815, which has £yapícorro 
fiuiv &v XpicTó, a word-order which has little 
ms. support (cf. cod. 2105, &yapíooro tiv £v 
XpicTà "Inco). 

32 vobis (2nd.) oyiv. In Annot., Erasmus cites 
the Greek text as fiiv, but says that his mss. 
vary on this point. The reading #piv is attes- 
ted by his codd. 1, 2105, 2815, along with 
pii B D and most other mss, supporting 
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the reading mobis in the earlier Vulgate. The 
reading piv is found in codd. 2816 and 2817, 
as well as 39^$ N A F G and some other mss. 
Since Oyiv is what the earlier yívec8e would 
lead the reader to expect, it could be argued 
that uiv has the advantage of being a lectio 
difficilior in this context. A similar combination 
of first and second person plurals occurs (in 
many mss.) at Col. 2,13. Confusion between 
fjuiv and piv, etc., is a frequent source of 
scribal error. 


5,1 Sitis TiveoOe ("Estote" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 
14,20. 


1 igitur otv ("ergo" Vg.). See on Iob. 6,62. The 
same substitution was made by Lefévre. 


1 tanquam cos ("sicut" Vg.; “vt” 1516). See on 
Rom. 13,13. Lefévre likewise had tanquam. 


1 dilecti &yannrtá (“charissimi” Vg.). See on 
Act. 15,25. Manetti and Lefévre both made this 
change, though Manetti had the word-order 
dilecti filii. 

2 ambuletis vrepyrocretre ("ambulate" Vg.). This 
change is consistent with Erasmus’ substitution 
of sitis in vs. 1. 


2 quemadmodum odds ("sicut" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre had vt. 


2 acai ("et" 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


2 victimam ®uctav (“hostiam” Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 10,18. 


2 bonae fragrantiae ewobdias ("suauitatis" Vg.). 
See on 2 Cor. 2,15. In Annot., Erasmus attri- 
butes his rendering to Jerome, who used this 
phrase in the preface to the second book of 
his commentary on Zechariah (CCSL 76A, 
p. 795). Valla Annot. gave odorem fragrantiae 
as the literal meaning of ócyutjv e&obías, but 
also recommended odorem suauem or suauttatem 
odoris. The latter was preferred by Lefèvre. 


3 Caeterum scortatio rropvela: 86 ("Fornicatio 
autem" Vg.; "Caeterum fornicatio" 1516). For 
scortatio, see on Job. 8,41, and for caeterum, see 
on Act. 6,2. 


3 ne nominetur quidem unõt dvopatéobw ("nec 
nominetur" Vg). See on fob. 7,5, and Annot. 
The rendering of Lefévre was ne quidem nomi- 
netur. By a scribal error, Manetti's version had 
nullatenus dominetur. 


3 inter vos èv piv ("in vobis" Vg). See on 
Iob. 15,24. Erasmus has the same rendering as 
Ambrosiaster. 
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4 aut (three times) kat ... Kal ... fj (“et” 1516 
Lat.). The Vulgate repetition of aut may reflect 
the replacement of xod ... Kai by Ñ ... fj, as 
found in codd. A D* F G and a few later mss. 
Erasmus’ Greek text follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1 and 2816, and also N 
B D°" and most later mss. (cod. 2105 omits 
the first kaí). In cod. N *, it is kal ... 7] .. 

and in 3B 6 koi ... Kal... kaí. In 1519, aries 
of the Greek text, Erasmus reverted to the Vul- 
gate rendering, for the sake of what he considered 
to be better style (“commodior est oratio"): see 
Annot. The Jerome 1516 text and lemma, and 
the version of Manetti, put et... et ... aut. 

4 obscoenitas oicxpóTns (“turpitudo” Vg.). 
Erasmus retains turpitudo for &oxnpooUvn at 
Ap. Iob. 16,15: cf. on Rom. 1,27. The reason for 
the present change, no doubt, is that the con- 
text seemed to call for a reference to obscenity 
of speech rather than of conduct. 


4 vrbanitas eirrporreAMa: (“scurrilitas” Vg.). In 
Annot., Erasmus argues that the Greek word 
can sometimes have a good sense. Valla Annot. 
tentatively offered facetia as an alternative, and 
Lefévre put facetiae. 


4 quae non conueniunt tà ov &vfikovra ("quae 
ad rem non pertinet" late Vg. and many Vg. 
mss.; "quae ad rem non pertinent” 1516 = some 
Vg. mss.). The substitution of conueniunt con- 
forms with Vulgate usage in rendering Tà 
ut) xo&fkovra at Rom. 1,28. The context 
clearly requires a word meaning "unfitting" or 
“unsuitable”, rather than “irrelevant”. See Annot. 
At Col 3,18, Erasmus replaces oportet with 
conuenit in rendering &vijkev, while at Phm. 8 
(1519) he substitutes id quod officii tui erat for 
quod ad rem pertinet in rendering TÒ &vijkov. 
The late Vulgate use of the singular could have 
originated as a scribal alteration, by the omission 
of a single letter, though the same wording is 
used by Ambrosiaster. A few mss., commencing 
with P% “id M A B, have & oUk dvijKev. 
Manetti anticipated Erasmus' 1519 rendering. 
Valla Annot. proposed quae non sunt conuenien- 
tia (or decentia), while Lefévre Comm. had quae 
nequaquam res sunt decentes (misspelled as dicentes 
in his continuous text). 

5 Nam hoc toto ydo (“Hoc enim" Vg.). See 
on Lod, 3,34. 

5 scitis tote yiwooxovtes ("scitote intelligentes" 
Vg.) The Vulgate reflects the replacement of 


éote by iote, as in codd. X A B D* FG (c£. 
elote in 384) and some other mss., including 
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Sti Was TÓpvos, ij åk&ðapros, jj 
TÀeovékTns, Os otv eiSwAoAdTpns, 
oUK éyet KAnpovopiav èv Ti PaciAeíq 
ToU XpicToU Kal Geo. Spnbels uðs 
éTraTérco Kevois Adyor. Sik ToUTa 
yap Éfpyeror f| ópyr ToU 9:00 imi 
Tous uiols Tis &m&Oelas. "uh oóv 
yiveoe cuupéroyoi attaev. Fite yao 
Tote GkÓTos, vUv è pds iv kupio. 
ws TÉkva qQoTós Trepitrateite — ?6 
yap kaprrós ToU trvevpatos iv TON 
&ya8ocóvr Kal BikoiocUvr Kal &An- 
Osi, V Bokiu&Govres TÍ totiv evicpe- 
otov Té& Kupio. xoi ph cuyKoive- 
veite Toi; Epyois tots dKdptrois Tov 
oKOTous, g&AAov è Kal éAéyyerTe. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


quod omnis scortator, aut immun- 
dus, aut auarus, qui est simulacro- 
rum cultor, non habet haereditatem 
in regno Christi et dei. $Ne quis- 
quam vos decipiat inanibus sermo- 
nibus. Propter haec enim venire solet 
ira dei in filios inobedientes. "Ne 
sitis igitur consortes illorum. — *Era- 
tis quondam tenebrae, nunc autem 
lux in domino. Vt filii lucis ambula- 
te: ?nam fructus spiritus situs est in 
omni bonitate et iustitia et veritate, 
V probantes quid sit acceptum domi- 
no. “Et ne commercium habueri- 
tis cum operibus infrugiferis tene- 
brarum, quin ea potius etiam arguite. 


5 scortator B-E: fornicator Æ | aut immundus B-E: om. A | 6 inobedientes B-E; inobedien- 
tiae/4 | 8 Eratis E: Eratis enim A-D | 9 situs est B-E: om. A 


cod. 2817. Erasmus follows cod. 2815, along 
with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as D*" and most 
other mss. See Annot. The rendering of Ambro- 
siaster, the Jerome 1516 text and lemma, and 
also Valla Annot., had scitote, omitting intelligentes. 
Lefèvre put cognoscite. Manetti's version seems 
to have begun as scitote cognoscentes (in the first 
hand of Pal Lat. 45), later corrupted into scite 
et cognoscentes (as in Urb. Lat. 6). 


5 scortator tépvos (“fornicator” 1516 = Vg). 
See on 1 Cor. 5,9. 


5 aut immundus Ñ &xá&apros (omitted in 1516 
Lat.). The 1516 omission was probably inadver- 
tent, as it was in conflict with the accompanying 
Greek text and unsupported by any of Erasmus’ 
mss. at Basle. 


5 qui est simulacrorum cultor 65 totiv el8coAo- 
Aé&rpns (“quod est idolorum seruitus" Vg.) 
The Vulgate may reflect the substitution of ó 
for ds, as in 39$ N B F G and some other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 
1, 2105, 2816, with codd. A D and most later 
mss. For simulacrorum cultor, see on 1 Cor. 5,10, 
and Annot. The proposed rendering of Valla 
Annot. was qui est idolorum seruus, whereas Ma- 
netti had qui est idolorum cultor, and Lefévre qui 
est idololatra. 


6 Ne quisquam undeis ("Nemo" Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 3,18. 


6 decipiat &marráro (“seducat” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 7,11. Erasmus has the same rendering as 
Jerome Comm. 


6 sermonibus Aóyows ("verbis" Vg.) See on 
lob. 1,1. Lefèvre made the same change. 


6 venire solet Epyetar (“venit” Vg.). A similar 
expansion is seen at Col. 3,6. As explained 
in Annot., Erasmus wished to make clear that 
the verb was in the present tense, as the tense 
of venit can be taken as either present or 
perfect. Other additions of soleo, to denote 
repeated action, occur at Mt. 17,24; Le. 1,11 
(1519); Hebr. 7,9; 2 Petr. 2,22. 

6 inobedientes 17,5 &rreOcias ("diffidentiae" Vg.; 
"inobedientiae" 1516). See on Eph. 2,2, and 
Annot. The rendering of Lefèvre was dissuaden- 
tae. 


7 Ne sitis ... consortes wi, ... yiveoOe ouupéTOXO! 
("Nolite ... effici participes" Vg.). See on Job. 
5,14 for the removal of nolo, and on Eph. 3,6 
for consortes. See also Annot. The version of Ma- 
netti put Ne efficiamini ... participes, while Lefèvre 
had solite .. comparticipes ... fieri (cf. Nolite ... 
effici comparticipes in the Jerome 1516 text and 
lemma). 


7 igitur otv (“ergo” Vg... See on lob. 6,62. 
Lefévre made the same change. 


7 illorum ovstév (“eorum” Vg). Erasmus 
on this occasion prefers the more emphatic 
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pronoun, connecting with filios in vs. 6 and 
contrasting with in domino in vs. 8. Valla Annot. 
preferred eis. Lefèvre placed eorum after compar- 
ticipes. 

8 Eratis te yap (“Eratis enim" 1516-27 = Vg.). 
The omission of enim in 1535 may have been 
unintentional, as yóp was retained in the 
accompanying Greek text, though the same 


omission was made by Ambrosiaster. 


8 quondam note (“aliquando” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 7,9. 


9 nam fructus ò yàp kaprós (“fructus enim" 
Vg.). See on Job. 3,34. Erasmus has the same 
wording as Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


9 spiritus ToO. mveUparros (“lucis” Vg... The 
Vulgate reflects the substitution of qoxrós for 
Trveupatos, as in PY N A B D* F G and 
twenty-five other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, 
and also P D°" and about 560 later mss. (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, pp. 383-5). 
In Annot., he speaks favourably of the Vulgate 
reading, on the basis of the context and of pa- 
tristic commentaries. The question which arises 
from this textual variation is whether Trvevpatos 
might have been caused by scribal harmonisa- 
tion with Gal. 5,22, or whether qoxrós could, 
more simply, represent a harmonisation with 
the immediate context, under influence from 
Qo»Tós in vs. 8 and from the series of references 
to light and darkness in vss. 7-14. It is note- 
worthy that, before the discovery of 396, the 
earliest Greek N.T. mss. known to read trvev- 
maros belonged to the ninth century A.D. 
(among which was the ninth-century corrector 
of cod. D), though fourth-century corroborative 
evidence was available from Chrysostom. The 
testimony of 38/6, thought to date from about 
A.D. 200 and therefore earlier than any other 
N.T. mss. which contain this verse, has estab- 
lished that the reading mveúparos is of great 
antiquity. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
correction as Erasmus. 


9 situs est in èv (“est in" Vg; "in" 1516). The 
shorter 1516 rendering, which agreed with the 
version of Ambrosiaster, was more literal, but 
less clear. For other additions of situs, see on 
Eph. 2,15. 


9 &yo$ocuvn. This spelling was not derived 
from Erasmus' mss. at Basle, and was probably 
an arbitrary change, though it is found in 
cod. 69, along with 3B? D F° G and some 
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other mss. In codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816, 2817 
and most other mss., commencing with 3956 N 
A B I, it is &ya8coUvr. See on Rom. 15,14 for 
other such changes. 


10 acceptum suápso rov ("beneplacitum" Vg.). 
The Vulgate expression does not occur in classi- 
ca] usage. Erasmus was nevertheless content to 
introduce beneplacitum at Eph. 1,5, 9: see ad loce. 


10 domino xà xuplco (“deo” Vg.). The Vulgate 
corresponds with the substitution of 8e& for 
«upico in codd. D* F G and a few later mss. 
See Annot. The correction made by Erasmus 
was also proposed by Manetti and Lefévre 
Comm. 


11 ne commercium habueritis cum ph ovyKoww- 
veite ("nolite communicare" Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs in rendering xoivoéc at 
Hebr. 2,14. Erasmus also uses commercium babeo 
for ovyxpdoua at Job. 4,9, and for cuvava- 
plyvupi at 2 Thess. 3,14. However, he retains 
communico for ouykowcovéco at Phil. 4,14, and 
for koivwvéw at several further passages: see 
on Rom. 15,27. For the use of ne, see on Rom. 
11,18. Manetti put ne communicetis. 


11 infrugiferis éxdprrois (“infructuosis” Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at Tit. 3,14; 
Iud. 12. As it happens, the Vulgate word has 
good classical precedent, whereas the substitute 
offered by Erasmus was not used by classical 
authors. 


11 quin ea potius u&AAov 5€ ("magis autem" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 12,19 for quin potius. Erasmus 
adds ez, to form a closer link with the preceding 
operibus. Lefèvre had at potius. 


11 etiam xol (omitted in late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate omission has little explicit support 
from Greek mss. other than 3B'€. See Annot. 
The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 
1516 text and lemma, with Manetti and Lefèvre 
Comm., had et. 


11 arguite théyyete (“redarguite” Vg.) The 
verb redarguo has the more specific meaning, 
“prove something to be untrue”, whereas arguo 
has a wider range of connotation, including 
“condemn”, “prove guilty”, “expose”, etc. See 
Annot. This change was in accordance with Vul- 
gate usage in vs. 13, below (see ad loc.), as well 
as at Job. 3,20; 8,46; 16,8; 1 Tim. 5,20; Tit. 2,15; 
Hebr. 12,5; Ap. Iob. 3,19. However, Erasmus re- 
tained redarguo for tAéyyoo at Tit. 1,13; lac. 2,9, 
and substituted redarguo for arguo in render- 
ing é€eAéyyoo at Iud. 15. His rendering of the 
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2r& yàp kpup yivópeva UT’ aÙTÕv, 
aioxpóv oti Kal A£yewv. P rà 5è máv- 
Ta éAeyyoueva UTS TOU pwtds pave- 
potvTal. T&v yàp TO gavepovpevoy, 
pas oti. I 616 Aye, “Eyeipar 6 ka- 
GevSav, kai &vácTa èk TÓv veKpdy, 
Kai Emigavce: coi 6 XpioTós. 

5 BAémere oUv mds dxpiBds Trepi- 
matete, Ut) cos &cogoi, &ÀAA& as | oo- 
poi, eayopatouevot tov koipóv, óri 
ai fiuépor trovnpal sioi. Sıx totTo 
pi yiveo®e Gppoves, GAA ouviévtes 
ti TO Béna ToU kupiou. "kal un 
peðúokeoðe oivw, iv © toTiv dowrTia, 
&AA& mAnpoŭoðe èv mwveUgari, VAa- 
AoUvtes autořşs wadpois Kal Upvois 
Kai wais tvevpatixais, gSovtes Kai 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


2Nam quae secreto fiunt ab istis, 
turpe est vel dicere: sed omnia 
dum produntur a luce manifesta fi- 
unt. Nam quicquid manifestum red- 
ditur, lumen est. “Quapropter dicit: 
Expergiscere qui dormis, et surge a 
mortuis, et illucescet tibi Christus. 
5Videte igitur quomodo circun- 
specte ambuletis, non vt insipien | tes, 
sed vt sapientes, ‘redimentes occa- 
sionem, quod dies mali sint. "Pro- 
pterea ne sitis imprudentes, sed intel- 
ligentes quae sit voluntas domini. ' Et 
ne inebriemini vino, in quo luxus est, 
sed impleamini spiritu, — loquentes 
vobis ipsis per psalmos et hymnos 
et cantiones spirituales, canentes ac 


5,14 eyepon A C-E: eyapa B | 18 acwtia B-E: acwteia A 


13 dum produntur B-E: prodita Æ | manifestum redditur B-E: manifestatur A | 
19 vobis ipsis E (vobisipsis Ej vobismetipsis A-D | 


ritu B-E: in spiritu A | 


18 spi- 
per ... spiri- 


tuales B-E: psalmis, et hymnis, et cantionibus spiritalibus A | ac B-E: et A 


present passage is the same as the Jerome 1516 
text and lemma. 

12 Nam quae tà yóp ("Quae enim" Vg.). See 
on Lob. 3,34. 

12 secreto «pug (“in occulto" Vg.). Erasmus 
retains i” occulto for £v kpuTrt® at Job. 7,4, 10; 
18,20, and further introduces iz occulto for v 
TÀ KoUTTTG at Mt. 6,4, 6, 18; Rom. 2,29 (each 
time replacing in abscondito). Elsewhere he 
uses secreto twice for kar? iSiav, at Mt. 24,3 
(= Vulgate); Mc. 13,3. Manetti put latenter. 

12 istis atrtésv (“ipsis” Vg.). See on Joh. 2,18 
for Erasmus’ use of iste to convey disapproval, 


«€ 1» 


12 vel kaí (“et” Vg.). This idiomatic use of vel, 
in the sense of "even", also occurs at Mc. 3,20; 
Lc. 13,7 (1519); Act. 5,15; Hebr. 11,19, in accord- 
ance with Vulgate usage at Mc. 5,28; 6,56. 


13 sed omnia Tà 5 vrávra (“Omnia autem" 
Vg.). See on Iob. 1,26. 


13 dum produntur theyyoueva ("quae arguun- 
tur" Vg; "prodita" 1516). Having introduced 
arguo in vs. 11, Erasmus varies the vocabulary 
by using a different verb, to convey the idea 
of public exposure of wrongdoing. See Annot. 


on vs. 11. For dum, see on Rom. 1,20. Manetti 
and Lefévre both put quae redarguuntur, con- 
sistent with Vulgate usage in vs. 11. 


13 Luce rot pwrtds ("Iumine" Vg.). This change 
was for the sake of stylistic variety, in view of 
Erasmus’ retention of lumen later in this verse. 
Cf. on Joh. 1,7. He uses the same rendering as 
Jerome Comm. 


13 manifesta fiunt ... manifestum redditur qavs- 
poüvron ... pavepoúpevov (“manifestantur ... 
manifestatur" Vg.; "manifesta fiunt ... mani- 
festatur" 1516). See on Job. 1,31 for Erasmus’ 
removal of manifesto. The spelling pavepotvtau, 
plural, was used by codd. 2815 and 2817, along 
with cod. 2105, and also cod. A and a few later 
mss., including cod. 69. In codd. 1, 2816 and 
most other mss., it is pavepoUTau, singular, 
though the meaning is the same. 

13 Nam quicquid wav yàp 16 ("omne enim 
quod" Vg.). For nam, see on Iob. 3,34, and for 
quicquid, see on lob. 4,14. Lefèvre put Nam omne 
quod. 

14 Quapropter 81d ("Propter quod" Vg.). See 
on Act. 10,29. Lefévre made the same change. 
(In N7, this verse begins with r&v yap.) 
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14 Expergiscere "Eyeipon ("Surge" Vg). See on 
Rom. 13,11. The spelling Éyeipai is drawn from 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by cod. 2105 
and some other late mss. In codd. 1, 2816 and 
most other mss. it is Éyeipe. 


14 surge &véc'ra (“exurge” Vg.). Erasmus retains 
exurgo for &víc ru at several passages in Acts, 
but in the context of rising from the dead surgo 
or resurgo are the more usual verbs. Lefèvre put 
resurge here. 


14 illucescet tibi Eripavoe oor (“illuminabit 
te" late Vg.). A similar substitution occurs in 
rendering émipaiveo at Le. 1,79. Erasmus wanted 
to use illucesco because it referred more directly 
to the light of dawn: see Annot., and see further 
on 2 Cor. 444. 


15 igitur oOv ("itaque fratres" Vg.). See on Rom. 
12,1 for igitur. The Vulgate use of fratres cot- 
responds with the addition of &eAgot in codd. 
cor A and a few later mss. See Annot. In Am- 
brosiaster (1492), the Jerome 1516 text and 
lemma, and the version of Manetti, the render- 
ing was ergo, omitting fratres. Lefèvre omitted 
itaque as well as fratres. 


15 circunspecte &pipóos ("caute" Vg.). Erasmus 
evidently considered that circunspecte (“carefully 
looking round them”) was more appropriate 
to the context, referring to those who were 
walking in the light, whereas caute (“warily” 
or "cautiously") would be suitable for those 
who looked for a path through the darkness: 
cf. Annot., where he gives diligenter and accurate 
as alternatives. The last of these was the rendering 
of Lefévre. l 


15 vt (1st.) òs (“quasi” Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 3,1. 
This change produced consistency with vt later 
in the sentence. Erasmus used the same render- 
ing as Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text and 
lemma, and the version of Lefévre. Manetti had 
tanquam. 


15 &AAd. This spelling was an arbitrary change, 
though it is exhibited by 39/6 048. Erasmus’ 
mss. at Basle, together with most other mss., 
have &AA'". 


16 occasionem tov xaipdv (“tempus” Vg.). 
Erasmus here tries to express the sense of an 
“opportune” time or moment: see Annot. At 
Col. 4,5, where a similar Greek expression 
occurs, he substitutes opportunitatem. 


16 quod ... sint 671 ... elo1 ("quoniam ... sunt” 
Vg.). Cf. on Job. 1,20. 
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17 ne sitis ut) yiveode ("nolite fieri" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 11,18. Manetti put ze estote. 


17 domini «oO xupiou (“dei” late Vg. and some 
Vg. mss). The late Vulgate corresponds with 
TOU Geo in cod. A and a few later mss., in- 
cluding codd. 2105 and 2815. See Annot. The 
correction made by Erasmus agrees with the 
earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 


18 ne inebriemini uh pebúoxeoðe ("nolite in- 
ebriari” Vg.). See on Rom. 11,18. Manetti also 
anticipated this change. 


18 luxus est tovw &ocrría (“est luxuria" Vg.). 
The Vulgate is more literal as to the word-order. 
In 1516, Erasmus’ text had toriv &owrteia, as 
in cod. 2815, but in few other mss. A similar 
substitution of luxus occurs at Tit. 1,6; 1 Petr. 
4,4, these being the only other N.T. instances 
of é&coría. As indicated in Annot., luxuria can 
have the connotation of “lust”, whereas Erasmus 
considered that the principal meaning of the 
Greek word was "extravagance" or "excessive 
behaviour". He objected to Lefévre’s replacement 
of luxuria by insalubritas. Valla Annot. tentatively 
proposed vecordia. 


18 spiritu tv mveUpormi ("spiritu sancto" late 
Vg; "in spiritu" 1516). The late Vulgate addi- 
tion of sancto lacks support from Greek mss. 
See Annot. The passage appears among the Quae 
Sint Addita. The 1516 addition of in, which 
followed the rendering of Lefévre, was unduly 
literal. In 1519, Erasmus reverted to the word- 
ing of the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, the 
Jerome 1516 text and lemma, and Manetti (Pal. 
Lat. 45). 

19 vobis ipsis ExuTois ("vobismetipsis" 1516-27 
= Vg.). See on Act. 14,17. Manetti and Lefèvre 
made the same change. 


19 per psalmos et hymnos et cantiones spirituales 
woApois xoi Ouvois Kal dBaiis Trveuparrikads 
("in psalmis et hymnis et canticis spiritalibus" 
Vg.; "psalmis, et hymnis, et cantionibus spirita- 
libus" 1516). The Vulgate reflects the insertion 
of &v before oA ois, as found in a few mss., 
notably $* B (though these two omit rrveupa- 
TiKais). Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
supported by 1, 2105, 2816 and most other 
mss., commencing with N A D F G. See Annot. 
For cantio, see on 1 Cor. 14,26. Manetti's ver- 
sion incorrectly had binnis for hymnis. 


19 canentes &Govres (“cantantes” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 13,38. 


19 ac kaí ("et^ 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 
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wy&AAovres Ev Tí] kapbía Univ TH kv- 
pin, *~etyapiototvtes Trávrore Ümip 
TravTov, év óvóparri ToU. Kupiou fuv 
"InooU XpicToU T bed Kal marpi. 2! Utro- 
Tacoóuevor GAATAoIs èv póßw 8to0. 

2 Ai yuvoikes, rois ibíois &vBpdcw 
Urrorácosote, cx TH kuplo, ? óri åvhp 
oTi kepaAh Tis yuvaikds, ds kal ó 
Xpiords kepah Tijs exkAnoias, Kai aù- 
Tós tot owTÀp ToU capatos. % &AA’ 
@otrep Å ikkAnoia UtotdooeTa TH 
XpicTÓ, ottws Kal ai yuvotikes Toig 
iSiois &v6páciv iv mavti. Fol &vBpes, 
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psallentes in corde vestro domino, 
? gratias agentes semper de omni- 
bus, in nomine domini nostri lesu 
Christi, deo et patri. 7!Subditi vi- 
cissim alius alii cum timore dei. 
2Vxores propriis viris subditae 
sitis, veluti domino: quoniam vir 
est caput vxoris, quemadmodum et 
Christus est caput ecclesiae: et idem 
est, qui salutem dat corpori. ™TIta- 
que quemadmodum ecclesia subdita 
est Christo, sic et vxores suis viris 
subditae sint in omnibus. Viri, 


20 nuov ABD E: yov C | 24 mABDE aC 


21 cum B-E: in A 


19 corde vestro tij KapSian Uydv ("cordibus 
vestris" Vg.). The Vulgate may reflect the sub- 
stitution of rais KapSiois Upddv, as in codd. 
Naor A D F G and twenty-four other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along 
with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as P“ N * B and 
about 560 other mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen 
Briefe vol. 3, pp. 385-8). Lefévre Comm., however, 
argued that vestro might be misunderstood as 
applying to domino. 


20 de Uttép (“pro” Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 5,12. 
Sometimes, in the same context of thanksgiving, 
Erasmus retains pro, as at 2 Cor. 1,11 (1519); 
Epb. 1,16. 


20 tot. This word was omitted in cod. 2815*, 
but was restored by a later hand (not that of 
Erasmus). 


21 Subditi GTotacoépevoi ("Subiecti" Vg.) 
This substitution produces consistency with 
subditae in vs. 22. See on Rom. 8,7. Lefévre made 
the same change. 

21 vicissim alius alii &ANiAois (“inuicem” Vg.). 
See on Job. 4,33; Gal. 5,15. 

21 cum timore tv pópa (“in timore" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 1,4, and Annot. 


21 dei Geo ("Christi" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects 
a Greek text substituting XpioToŭ, as in P“ N 
A B and many later mss., including cod. 2816. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 


with 1, 2105 and many other late mss. The 
same change was made by Manetti. 


22 Vxores At yuvodkes ("Mulieres" Vg.). This 
substitution was consistent with Vulgate usage 
in vss. 25, 28. See on 1 Cor. 7,1. Valla Annot. 
and Lefévre proposed the same change. 

22 propriis viris subditae sitis vois iðioişs &v6pá- 
civ UrroTácGto9e ("viris suis subditae sint" 
Vg. The Vulgate reflects the substitution of 
UTrotacctobwoav for UTrotdaceobs, as in 
codd. N A I and about fifty later mss. In 
codd. D F G, ürrorácoso8e (Urrorácoso9ot in 
D* G, and &mrorácso0a: in cod. F) is placed 
before tois, while in P“ B the verb is wholly 
omitted. Cod. 2817 has the spelling Urrotdéoeobe 
in place of úmoráooeoðe. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815, with 1, 2105, 2816"4 and about 
500 other late mss. (cf. Aland Die Paulinischen 
Briefe vol. 3, pp. 388-91). In 1522 Annot., rely- 
ing on Jerome Comm., Erasmus expressed the 
opinion that the verb was a later addition to 
produce a clearer sense. An alternative expla- 
nation of the discrepancy could be that the 
verb was omitted by an ancient scribe, either 
by accident or by deliberate harmonisation 
with vs. 24, where the identical sequence ai 
yuvoikes Tois iSiois avSpdow is repeated 
without an accompanying verb (though in 
vs. 24, a few mss. omit iSiois). For propriis, see 
also on Job. 1,11. Valla Annot. suggested viris 
(or maritis) propriis subditae sitis, and Manetti 


EPISTOLA AD EPHESIOS  5,19-25 


propriis viris subditae sint. Lefèvre had propriis 
viris subiectae estote. 


22 veluti as ("sicut" Vg.). See on Rom. 8,36; 
2 Cor. 2,17. The same change was proposed 
by Valla Annot. The rendering of Lefèvre was 
tanquam. 


23 dvip. In codd. 1, 2105, 2815 and some 
other late mss., it is 6 àvńp. In omitting the 
article, Erasmus follows his cod. 2817, alongside 
cod. 2816 and most other mss. 


23 est caput (1st.) oi kepañń (“caput est” Vg.). 
The Vulgate word-order corresponds with xe- 
qo, oti in cod. B and a few later mss. The 
version of Lefévre made the same change as 
Erasmus. 


23 uxoris Tijg yuvaiKds (“mulieris” Vg.). See 
on vs. 22, above, and on 1 Cor. 7,1. The same 
change was offered by Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. 


23 quemadmodum cos ("sicut" Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,13. Lefèvre had vt. 


23 et (1st.) xai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
lacks support from Greek mss. The correction 
made by Erasmus agrees with the wording of 
Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text, Manetti 
and Lefévre. 


23 est caput (2nd.) kepoM ("caput est” Vg.). 
Erasmus makes the Latin word-order conform 
with the use of got: «epa earlier in the 
verse (see above). The Jerome 1516 text and 
the version of Lefévre, more literally, had just 
caput. 


23 et idem est «od autds toti (“ipse” Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects a Greek text omitting kai and 
toi, as in P“ N * A B D* F G I*4 048 and 
a few later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, with 
Nor por and most later mss. See Annot. For 
idem, see e.g. on Eph. 4,11. The Jerome 1516 text 
and lemma, with Manetti and Lefévre, put et 
ipse est. Valla Annot. changed ipse saluator to et 
ipse saluator est. 


23 qui salutem dat corpori ow thp Tot capa- 
tos (“saluator corporis eius" late Vg.). In 1516, 
except in the General Epistles, Erasmus usually 
retained saluator, and in 1519 replaced all re- 
maining instances of saluator by seruator: see on 
Iob. 4,42. The late Vulgate addition of eius lacks 
support from Greek mss. See Annot. The ren- 
dering proposed by Valla Annot. was saluator 
est corporis (see the previous note) The earlier 
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Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text 
and lemma, and the versions of Manetti and 
Lefévre, had saluator corporis. 


24 Itaque &AN ("Sed" Vg.). Erasmus is less ac- 
curate here. The only other instance where he 
puts staque for &XA& is at Act. 10,20, following 
the Vulgate. At the present passage, he may 
have been influenced partly by the context, and 
partly by Lefévre's substitution of Quemadmodum 
ipitur for Sed sicut. 


24 quemadmodum &onsp ("sicut" late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss., with Vg""). See on Rom. 1,13. 
Lefèvre made the same change: for his word- 
order, see the previous note. Jerome Comm. and 
Valla Annot. had vt, as in many Vulgate mss. 
(with Vg‘). 


24 subdita est &rrrorácoeroa ("subiecta est" Vg.). 
See on vs. 21, above, and on Rom. 8,7. Lefévre 
put subditur. 


24 sic oU rcs (“ita” Vg). See on Rom. 5,21. 
Lefèvre put bunc in modum. 


24 wxores ai yuvatixes (^mulieres" Vg.). See on 
vs. 22, above, and on 1 Cor. 7,1. Erasmus used 
the same rendering as Jerome Comm. (contrary 
to the Jerome 1516 N.T. text and lemma), Valla 
Annot. and Lefèvre. 


24 suis viris Toig iBiois &võpáoiv (“viris suis" 
Vg.) Erasmus is more literal as to the word- 
order. A few mss., commencing with P“ N B 
D* F G 048, omit iSiors. On this point, Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as A D°" and 
most later mss. One explanation of iSiois is 
that it represents a scribal harmonisation with 
the same phrase in vs. 22. Alternatively, a few 
scribes left out this word through an error of 
homoeoteleuton, passing over from -oig in 
Tois to the same three letters at the end of 
ibiois, or it could have been deleted intentionally 
by a scribe who deemed it to be an unnecessary 
repetition, in the light of vs. 22. The omission 
of écxutév by a few early mss. in vs. 25 could 
also have been prompted by such a considera- 
tion. C£. on liais at Eph. 4,28. Other variants 
involving {810s occur at Col. 3,18; 1 Thess. 2,15; 
4,11. The proposed rendering of Valla Annot. 
was maritis suis, while Manetti and Lefèvre had 
propriis viris. 

24 subditae sint (Vg. omits). Erasmus adds a 
verb, on analogy with vs. 22, for the sake of 
clarity. 
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é&yarr&re tas yuvaikas éauTOw, kac; 
Kai ó Xpiotds fjy&mnos Thv &kAnoíav, 
xai éauTóv rrapéBcokev Urrtp adtijs, iva 
aUTHY &yiáon, Kabapicas TH AouTpa 
ToU USatos èv briparri, 7 iva mapaothon 
autiy éauTé EvSofov, Thv éxkAnolav, 
Lt Exoucav ottiAov f) buTiba, fj Ti TOv 
ToioU To, GAA’ iva fj ayia Kai &ucopos. 
Bottws dpeiAovoiv of &vbpes dryatrav 
Tas éau TOV yuvaikas, dos TÒ EXUTOV OW- 
pata. ó &yatrdév thy éavToU yuvaika, 
éautov &yarra. P oteis yóp trote Thy 
gauToU odpKa évionoev, GAA’ eExTpéel 
Kal 8áXTrer AUTH, Kabds Kal ó küpios 
thy ékkAnotav. St: péAn éopév Tot 
oopatos auToO, Èk Tis capkós aUTOU, 
Kal èk TOv óoTécov auToO. ?! &vri ToU Tov 
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diligite — vxores vestras, sicut et 
Christus dilexit ecclesiam, et semet 
ipsum exposuit pro ea, vt illam 
sanctificaret, mundatam lauacro aquae 
per verbum, vt adhiberet eam sibi 
ipsi gloriosam, ecclesiam, non haben- 
tem maculam aut rugam, aut quic- 
quam eiusmodi, sed vt esset sancta 
et irreprehensibilis. Sic debent viri 
diligere suas vxores, vt sua ipsorum 
corpora. Qui diligit suam vxorem, se 
ipsum diligit. ? Nullus enim vnquam 
suam ipsius carnem odio habuit, imo 
enutrit ac fouet eam, sicut et domi- 
nus ecclesiam. "Quoniam membra 
sumus corporis eiusdem, ex carne eius 
et ex ossibus eius. ?'Huius rei gratia, 


25 exposuit B-E: tradidit A | 26 per verbum B-E: in verbo A | 27 irreprehensibilis B-E: 


irrepraehensibilis 4 | 29 ac B-E: et A 


25 semet ipsum tauTóv ("se ipsum" Vg.). Cf. on 
Gal. 2,20. Erasmus' rendering agrees with that 
of Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text and 
Manetti. 

25 exposuit vrapéOcokev (“tradidit” 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Act, 15,26. In a similar context, Erasmus 
was content to use tradidit semet ipsum in vs. 2 
of the present chapter, and also at Gal. 2,20. 
Lefévre put obtulit here. 


26 mundatam ka&apicas ("mundans eam" late 
Vg.). To convey the sense of the Greek aorist, 
Erasmus changed active to passive. The late 
Vulgate addition of eam has little support from 
Greek mss. The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
the Jerome 1516 text and Manetti had just 
mundans, and Lefèvre purificans, all omitting 
eam. 

26 per verbum èv patı (“in verbo vitae” 
late Vg; "in verbo" 1516 = Vg. mss.). See on 
Rom. 1,17 for per. The late Vulgate addition 
of vitae lacks support from Greek mss.: see 
Annot. This passage is mentioned among the 
Quae Sint Addita. Erasmus’ 1516 rendering 
was in agreement with the earlier Vulgate, 


Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text, Manetti 
and Lefévre. 


27 adhiberet napaotion ("exhiberet" Vg.). In 
Annot., Erasmus takes the Greek verb as the 
equivalent of adiungo, probably to avoid the 
apparent strangeness of "presenting", "showing" 
or "exhibiting" something to oneself. Cf. his 
substitution of adiungo for exhibeo in rendering 
Trapío nui at Col. 1,22, 28 (both in 1516 only). 
He retains exhibeo for the same Greek verb at 
several other passages. See further on Act. 1,3. 
Lefévre put constitueret. 


27 eam autty (“ipse” Vg.). The Vulgate reflects 
the substitution of adds, as in p% N A B D* 
F G and some other mss. In cod. 2105, avtiyv 
taut is replaced by outa ontds. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 1 and 
2816, as well as D°" and most later mss. See 
Annot. If atrtés were the original wording, it 
might be thought that later scribes substituted 
aùTv under the influence of iva ati é&yi- 
con in vs. 26. However, exegetically, the use of 
oUTí in the present verse has the merit of 
being a lectio difficilior, as it provides the verb 
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with a double object, both aùtńv and Thy èx- 
KAnoíav. An ancient corrector might therefore 
have substituted avrrés as a means of simplifying 
the construction. Erasmus' rendering was also 
proposed by Jerome Comm. (contrary to the 
Jerome 1516 continuous N.T. text) and by 
Lefévre, while Manetti had eam ipsam. 


27 sibi ipsi ute (“sibi” Vg.). Erasmus renders 


the reflexive pronoun more emphatically: see 
Annot. The version of Lefèvre again made the 
same change. 


27 quicquam Tı (“aliquid” Vg.). See on Rom. 
15,18. Lefévre also made this substitution. 

27 eiusmodi tv to1oUtov ("huiusmodi" late 
Vg.). See on Rom. 16,18. Erasmus here restores 
the earlier Vulgate rendering, also used in the 
Jerome 1516 text. Manetti put tale. 


27 eset Tj (“sit” Vg). Erasmus’ use of the 
imperfect subjunctive forms a more appropri- 
ate sequence of tenses after sanctificaret and ad- 
biberet in vss. 26-7. In Manetti's version, sed ... 
immaculata has been accidentally omitted. 


27 irreprebensibilis &ucouos (“immaculata” Vg.). 
See on Eph. 1,4, and Annot. 


28 Sic obtes ("Ita" Vg.). See on Rom. 5,21. 
Lefèvre put bunc in modum. 


28 debent viri ópeiAouow oi GvBpes (“et viri 
debent" Vg). The Vulgate corresponds with 
xai oi &vSpes ógeíAouciv, found in codd. 
A D (F G) 048" 0285" and a few other mss. 
A few mss., commencing with 39 B, also have 
SpeiAovow koi oi &vbpes. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, with 1, 2105, 2816, and 
also N and most later mss. See Annot. The same 
change was made by Lefévre. 


28 suas uxores Tas tautÕV yuvalikas (“vxores 
suas" Vg.) Erasmus is more literal as to the 
word-order. The version of Lefèvre again made 
the same change. 


28 sua ipsorum corpora Tà tavT@v ocoyara 
(corpora sua" Vg.). Here too, Erasmus' ren- 
dering follows the Greek word-order more 
literally. He adds ipsorum, to give the additio- 
nal emphasis required by the context ("their 
wives ... their own bodies”). See Annot. The 
rendering used by the Jerome 1516 text and 
lemma, and by the version of Lefèvre, was sua 
corpora. 

28 Qui diligit suam vxorem 6 &yomóv iy 
éauToU yuvañka (“Qui suam vxorem diligit" 
Vg.). The Vulgate word-order, though possibly 
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only a matter of translation, corresponds with 
6 Tiv fauroU yuvoika dyorrdv in cod. D. 
The version of Lefévre made the same change 
as Erasmus. 


29 Nullus ovSeis ("Nemo" Vg.). See on Rom. 
1477. Lefévre again made the same substitution. 


29 suam ipsius carnem Thy &avtoU odpKa (“car- 
nem suam" Vg.). The Vulgate corresponds with 
Thy odpKxa otto in cod. N'*. For Erasmus’ 
addition of ipsius, cf. on ipsorum in vs. 28. 
Lefèvre put suam carnem. 


29 imo &XX' (“sed” Vg.). See on Act. 19,2. The 
reading of codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816, 2817 
was &AAG, as in many other mss., commen- 
cing with $* A B D" 0285. The correction 
made by Erasmus or his assistants has support 
from codd. NX D* F G 048 and many further 
mss. 


29 enutrit txtpéqei (“nutrit” Vg.). Erasmus seeks 
to represent the Greek prefix èk- more exactly 
in his rendering. 


29 ac xal ("et" 1516 = Vg.). See on Job, 1,25. 


29 dominus & wópios (“Christus” Vg). The 
Vulgate reflects the replacement of küpios by 
XpicTós, as in H“ N A B D* F G 048 0285 
and some other mss, including cod. 2105. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1 and 2816, as well as D^" and most other 
mss. Both Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
correction. 


30 Quoniam Tı (“quia” Vg). See on Rom. 
8,21. The wording of Erasmus is the same as 
that of Ambrosiaster, and the Jerome 1516 
continuous N.T. text and lemma (contrary to 
Jerome Comm.). 

30 eiusdem ovo (“eius” Vg.). This changed 
rendering creates an inconsistency with the 
following eius ... eius: cf. Annot. The version of 
Manetti had sui. 


30 ex (twice) èk (“de” Vg.). See on Zob. 2,15. 
Erasmus has the same rendering as the Jerome 
1516 text and lemma, and the versions of 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


31 Huius rei gratia &vti tovtou (“Propter 
hoc” Vg.). Erasmus renders this phrase in 
exactly the same way as ToUTou xópiv at Eph. 
3,1, 14; Tit. 1,5. In Annot., partly following 
Jerome, he distinguishes &vri Towtou from 
évexev roUTovu, which occurs in the parallel 
passages at Gn. 2,24 (Septuagint); Mt. 19,5; Mc. 
10,7. 
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kataAeiver &vOpoxrros Tov Tratépa Kai 
thy un|tépa, kai TpockoAAn8fjoeron 
Trpós THY yuvaika atToU, Kai ~oovTai 
of úo els cóápka pilav. * Tò pucTfpiov 
ToUTo u£ya éoTiv, ty% Sè Ayw els Xpi- 
otov, Kal eis thy &i otav. 9 Atv Kal 
Gyeis of Kad’ Eva, Exaotos Tijv éavToU 
yuvaika otttws &yarréTo ws éavróv: fi 
5é yuvt, fva poBijta Tov &v8pa. 


Tà Tékva, Ürrakouere ois yoveUciv 

Updo £v kupío: roUTo ydp oTi õi- 
Kaiov. ?Típa Tov Tratépa cou koi Tijv 
unrrépa, fyris &o riv EvTOAT) Trpoorn èv èT- 
ayysMa, *iva eŭ oot yévnta, koi £o 
uaxpoxpóvios Eri Tis ys. Soi rracrépss, 
ui TapopylZere Ta Tékva Opóv, GAA’ 


31 Tatepa B-E: twatepa auTou A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


relinquet homo patrem ac matrem, et 
adiunge|tur vxori suae, atque e duo- 
bus fiet vna caro. Mysterium hoc 
magnum est, verum ego loquor de 
Christo et de ecclesia. 33 Quanquam 
et vos singulatim hoc praestate, vt 
suam quisque vxorem diligat tan- 
quam se ipsum: vxor autem vt re- 
uereatur virum. 


Filii, obedite parentibus vestris 

in domino, nam id est iustum. 
?Honora patrem tuum et matrem: 
quod est praeceptum primum in pro- 
missione,  ?vt bene tibi sit, et sis 
longaeuus in terra. Patres, ne pro- 
uocetis ad iram liberos vestros, sed 


31 ac B-E: etA | atque ... caro B-E: et erunt duo in carnem vnam A | 33 singulatim hoc 
praestate, vt B-E: singillatim 4 | tanquam B-E: vt A 


6,3 longaeuus B-E: longeuus A 


31 patrem ac matrem TOV Tratépa xod THY un- 
Tépa ("patrem et matrem suam" Vg.; "patrem 
et matrem" 1516). The Vulgate corresponds 
with the addition of ovtot after untépa in 
a few late mss. In 1516, Erasmus' Greek text 
followed codd. 2815 and 2817 in adding ovtot 
after Totépa, as in codd. 1, 3, 2105, 28164, 
along with N°" A D" and most later mss. 
The Septuagint version of Gu. 2,24 has attot 
after both matépa and unrépo. Erasmus’ 
omission of the pronoun in his Latin render- 
ing from 1516 onwards, and in his Greek text 
from 1519, was in agreement with the word- 
ing of Ambrosiaster and the Jerome 1516 text 
and lemma, with support from p“ N* B D* 
F G and a few later mss. See Annot. For ac, 
see on Job. 1,25. Lefévre had patrem suum et 
matrem. 


31 adiungetur rrpooxoMAnijoeran ("adhaerebit" 
Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus suggests adglutinabitur, 
which he adopted in the parallel passage at Mt. 
19,5 (1519). However, he was content with ad- 
haereo at the other two N.T. instances of the 


Greek verb, at Mc. 10,7 (= Vulgate); Act. 5,36 
(1519). 


31 vxori suae Trpós Thy yuvaika aùToŬ. The 
Vulgate may here reflect a Greek variant, Tfj 
yuvaixl aUToÜ, as in PS N^" A D* FG 
0285 and a few later mss. Since the Septua- 
gint text of cod. A also has Tfj yuvouki aùTtoŬ 
at Gz. 2,24, it is possible that the mss. which 
have that reading at the present passage reflect 
a scribal harmonisation with the Septuagint 
version. However, the Septuagint mss. are at 
variance with one another on this point. Eras- 
mus' Greek text follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 1, 2105, 2816, and also X œ" © 
B D* and most later mss. Cf. Annot. 


31 atque xai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


31 e duobus fiet vna caro Écovro oi buo els 
cápka piav (“erunt duo in carne vna" Vg.; 
"erunt duo in carnem vnam" 1516). Cf. the 
substitution of fient duo caro vna at Mc. 10,8 
(1519), rendering the same Greek expression. 
In the present verse, Erasmus deviates further 
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from the literal meaning. See Annot. here, and 
also Annot. on Mt. 19,5; Mc. 10,8. 


32 Mysterium TÒ puothpiov ("Sacramentum" 
Vg.). See on Eph, 1,9. This change had doctri- 
nal implications, as Erasmus wished to ques- 
tion the use of this passage as a proof-text for 
the Roman Catholic view of marriage as a 
“sacrament”: see Annot. The ensuing doctrinal 
controversy led Erasmus to defend his inter- 
pretation against several different opponents, 
e.g. in his Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, 
pp. 242-8, ll. 59-248; Apolog. resp. Iac. Lop. Stun., 
ASD IX, 2, pp. 210-12, 11. 773-795; Apologia con- 
tra Sanctium Caranzam, LB IX, 429 A-432 E. 
His rendering was the same as that of Ambro- 
siaster, Manetti and Lefévre, though the word- 
order of Lefévre was boc mysterium. 


32 verum ego ty Sé (“ego autem" Vg.). See 
on Joh. 1,26. 


32 loquor A&yco ("dico" Vg.). See on Lob. 8,27. 


32 de (twice) eis (“in” Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 10,16, 
and Annot. The second in was omitted by 
Lefévre. 


33 Quanquam Tiv ("Veruntamen" Vg.). See 
on 1 Cor. 11,11. Lefèvre put attamen. 


33 singulatim hoc praestate, vt oi ka" Eva (“sin- 
guli” Vg.; "singillatim" 1516). See on Rom. 12,5 
for singulatim. Erasmus introduces praestate to 
alleviate the transition from vos (second per- 
son plural) to diligat (third person singular): see 
Annot. The solution of Lefèvre was to substitute 
vestrum for vos, and to follow this with ad unum 
vsque. 


33 suam quisque vxorem Exacos Thy éovToU 
yvuvoika ("vnusquisque vxorem suam" late 
Vg.). See on Rom. 12,3. and Annot. A similar 
change was made by Lefèvre, but he had the 
word-order sic suam quisque diligat vxorem tan- 
quam se ipsum. 


33 diligat tanquam se ipsum obtws é&yomá- 
TO ws éautdév ("sicut se ipsum diligat" Vg.; 
"diligat vt se ipsum" 1516). In leaving ours 
untranslated, Erasmus follows the Vulgate, but 
the latter corresponds with the substitution of 
as éaurróv é&yarráro in codd. D*" F G, omit- 
ting ottws. For tanquam, see on Rom. 13,13. 
Cf. Annot. The version of Manetti put sic dili- 
gat vt se ipsum. For Lefévre's rendering, see the 
previous note. 


33 vt reuereatur virum iva qoBtjivon tov &v- 
Spa ("timeat virum suum" late Vg.). The late 
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Vulgate omission of vt, and addition of suum, 
lacks support from Greek mss. As indicated in 
Annot., the use of reuereatur had been proposed 
by Jerome Comm. Elsewhere Erasmus reserves 
reuereor for ivrpérrouon. Lefèvre ended the sen- 
tence with ita vt et vxor reuereatur virum. Manetti 
had Vxor autem vt timeat virum, as in the earlier 
Vulgate. 


6,1 nam id toto yáp (“Hoc enim" Vg.). The 
Vulgate is more literal in using hoc. For nam, 
see on Job. 3,34. Lefèvre put Nam boc. 


1 est iustum tot: Bikonov (“iustum est” late 
Vg.). Erasmus’ rendering adopts a more literal 
word-order, as used by some mss. of the earlier 
Vulgate, the Jerome 1516 text and lemma, and 
the version of Manetti. 


2 matrem thy yntépa (“matrem tuam" late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate corresponds with the ad- 
dition of cou in codd. F G and a few other 
mss. Erasmus' wording agrees with the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


2 praeceptum. vto "mandatum" Vg.). See 
on Jo. 11,57. 


2 tmayyeAiq. Cod. 2815 has &rayyeMats, 
with little other ms. support. 


3 tibi sit cor yévryroa ("sit tibi" Vg.). Erasmus 
follows the Greek word-order more literally. 
The same change was made by Lefévre. 


3 in terra tri Tis yiis (“super terram" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 9,28. Manetti anticipated this 
change. 


4 Patres oi watépes (“Et vos patres" late Vg.). 
The Vulgate addition of et corresponds with the 
insertion of kai before oi in most Greek mss., 
including codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816. Erasmus’ 
omission of kaí was derived from cod. 2817, 
in company with a few other late mss. However, 
the late Vulgate addition of vos lacks explicit 
Greek ms. support. See Annot. The earlier Vul- 
gate, Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text and 
lemma, and the version of Lefévre, had Et 
patres. 


4 ne prouocetis ad iram pù wapopyilete (“nolite 
ad iracundiam prouocare" Vg.). For the removal 
of nolo, see on Rom. 11,18, and for the substi- 
tution of ira for iracundia, see on Eph. 4,26. 
Lefèvre put nolite ad iram prouocare, and Manetti 
ne irritetis. 

4 liberos tà téxva (“filios” Vg.). See on Gal. 
4,27. 
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&rpé|gere aÙT& èv mabeg Kal vov- 
Əecig kupíov. 

5Oi Soŭàoi, ÜraxoUere Tois Kupi- 
Og KATH cóápka, petrà póßou kai Tpó- 
you, év åmàóTtnTi Tfjg KapSias uv, 
@s TH Xpiot&, Sur) Kar’ óg0oApo- 
Sovaciav as avOpatrd&pecKkot, GAA’ dos 
SoUAoi ToU Xpic ToU, trorotvtes TÒ Bé- 
Anua ToU Geot èk wuyfjs, per eù- 
voias, GouAsUovres TH Kupic, Kai oUk 
&vOperrois, —"eibóre; ST: Öö óv m 
ekaotos momon cyabdév, Toto Koy- 
erat mapà ToU Kupiou, eire SotAos, 
elite AcUBepos. kai of KUplol, Tà aù- 
T& moete TrpÓs avToUs, aviévTes TAV 
mehv, eiSdotes Óv1 Kal Gudv auTOv 


6,4 extpepete 4° B-E: extpepeta A* 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


educetis eos per eruditio| nem et cor- 
reptionem domini. 

5Serui obedite iis qui domini sunt 
juxta carnem, cum timore ac tremo- 
re, cum simplicitate cordis vestri, 
tanquam Christo, ‘non ad oculum 
seruientes, velut hominibus placere 
studentes: sed tanquam serui Chris- 
ti, facientes quae vult deus ex animo, 
7cum beneuolentia, seruientes domi- 
no, et non hominibus: "illud sci- 
entes quod vnusquisque quod fecerit 
boni, hoc reportabit a deo, siue ser- 
uus fuerit, siue liber. ?Et vos domi- 
ni eadem facite erga illos, remittentes 
minas, scientes quod et vester ipsorum 


4 per eruditionem et correptionem B-E: in eruditione, et correptione A | 5 iis qui domi- 


ni sunt iuxta carnem B-E: dominis carnalibus 4 


| ac B-E: et A | alt cum B-Ein A. | 


6 velut B-E: veluti 4 | Christi B-E: lesu Christi 4. | quae vult deus B-E: voluntatem dei A | 


9 ipsorum B-E: om. A 


4 educetis &rpépere (“educate” Vg.). Erasmus 
uses a subjunctive, for consistency with his use 
of ze prouocetis earlier in the sentence. The 
spelling &rpégerot in 1516 was an error of the 
typesetter, not derived from Erasmus' Basle 
mss. It was corrected in the 1516 errata. Manetti 
put enutrite. 


4 eos até (“illos” Vg.). Erasmus perhaps con- 
sidered the Vulgate pronoun to be unduly em- 
phatic. Manetti and Lefévre both put ipsos. 


4 per eruditionem et correptionem tv Trardeig xod 
vouecí (“in disciplina et correptione" Annot., 
lemma = Vg,; "in disciplina et correctione" Vg. 
1527; "in eruditione, et correptione" 1516). 
The 1527 Vulgate column follows the 1514 
Froben edition. For per, see on Rom. 1,17. The 
substitution of eruditio for disciplina was in 
accordance with Erasmus' advocacy of a more 
gentle and humane approach to the upbringing 
of children. In the same vein, in Annot., he also 
commended the replacement of correptio by 
admonitio, in accordance with Jerome Comm. 
(though the Jerome 1516 continuous N.T. text 
and lemma have in disciplina et conuersatione). 
At the same time, he acknowledged that the 


Greek word could sometimes have a harsher 
connotation. At 2 Tim. 2,25, he substituted 
erudio for corripio, as a translation of the cognate 
Greek verb, traiSevoo. In rendering Taudeia at 
2 Tim. 3,16, however, he replaces erudio by insti- 
tutio. Manetti and Lefèvre both put in disciplina 
et admonitione. 

5 iis qui domini sunt iuxta carnem trois kupiois 
xarà cápka (“dominis carnalibus" 1516 = Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at Col, 3,22. Eras- 
mus seeks to render kat& o&pka more accu- 
rately. See Annot. 


5 ac xaí (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Joh. 1,25. 

5 cum (2nd.) év (“in” 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,4. This change removes any distinction of 
meaning between ¿v and yetd. 


5 tanquam cos (“sicut” Vg.). See on Rom. 13,13. 
Lefévre made the same change. 


6 óg8oAuo5ovuAcíav. Codd. 2105, 2815, 2816, 
28179" have the spelling dp@aApoSouaAiav. 
Erasmus’ text agrees with cod. 2817*. Both rea- 
dings have widespread ms. support. In cod. 1, 
it is 6p@aAyoBouaAias. At Col. 3,22, Erasmus’ 
text retains òpêaApoSovAlais from cod. 2815. 
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6 velut cos ("quasi" Vg.; "veluti" 1516). At the 
parallel passage, Col. 3,22, Erasmus replaces 
quasi with tanquam. See further on Job. 1,14. 
Jerome Comm. (contrary to the Jerome 1516 
continuous N.T. text), together with Manetti 
and Lefèvre, used vt. 


6 bominibus placere studentes &v8poomápeokoi 
(“hominibus placentes" Vg.). The same sub- 
stitution occurs at Col. 3,22. Erasmus’ expres- 
sion seems preferable, referring to the intention 
rather than the result. See Annot. The rendering 
of Manetti was hominibus placeatis, as in some 
Vulgate mss. 


6 tanquam os (“vt” Vg.). A comparable change 
occurs in rendering ws So0UAoi at 1 Petr. 2,16, 
replacing sicut serui with tamquam serui. For 
other substitutions of tanquam for vt, see on 
1 Cor. 5,3. 


6 Christi ToU. Xpiotot ("lesu Christi” 1516 
Lat.) The addition of Iesu in the 1516 Latin 
version lacks Greek ms. support. 


6 quae vult deus to BEATA roO 900 ("volun- 
tatem dei" 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 4,34. 


7 beneuolentia &uvolas ("bona voluntate" Vg.). 
Erasmus also uses beneuolentia to render the 
same Greek word at 1 Cor. 7,3, and in rendering 
evvoew at Mt. 5,25. He reserves bona voluntas 
for evSoxia at Mt. 11,26; Le. 2,14; Phil. 1,15. 
See Annot. The rendering of Erasmus agrees 
with Jerome Comm., Manetti and Lefèvre, except 
that these had the spelling Peniuolentia. 


7 domino t@ kupi% ("sicut domino" Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects the insertion of c; before 14, 
as in codd. Ñ A B D* F G 0484 and most 
other mss., among which were codd. 1 and 
2816. The shorter reading adopted by Erasmus 
has support from his codd. 2815, 2817, together 
with cod. 2105, and also D*" and many later 
mss. See Annot. His rendering is the same as 
that of Ambrosiaster and Manetti. Lefévre put 
tanquam domino. 


8 illud scientes siGóes (“scientes” Vg.). A similar 
addition of illud, before scientes, occurs at lac. 
1,3, without explicit justification from the 
Greek text. Lefévre put id son ignorantes. 

8 quod (1st) 611 ("quoniam" Vg.) See on 
Iob. 1,20. Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text, 
Manetti and Lefévre had the same rendering as 
Erasmus. 


8 vnusquisque quod & táv Ti Exaotos ("vnus- 
quisque quodcunque" Vg.). Probably Erasmus 
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considered the sequence wnusquisque quodcunque 
unduly repetitive. He retains the word-order of 
the Vulgate, though the latter may reflect a dif- 
ferent Greek text, having Exaotos 6 édv as in 
cod. A, or kastos ô &v as in codd. D* F G, 
or &xacos 6 &áv TI as in cod. D°", Erasmus’ 
rendering is the same as that of Jerome Comm. 
The version of Manetti put quodcunque vnus- 
quisque, and Lefevre quodcunque quisque. 


8 boni &yaðóv ("bonum" Vg.). A comparable 
substitution occurs at Tit. 2,8, nibil babens, quod 
de vobis dicat mali, putting mali for malum. 
Cf. also aliquid de te mali at Act. 28,21 (1519). 
This use of the partitive genitive is also found 
at several passages of the Vulgate, in such ex- 
pressions as quid boni faciam (Mt. 19,16) and 
quid enim mali fecit (Mt. 27,23; Mc. 15,14; Le. 
23,22). Erasmus again uses the same wording 
as Jerome Comm. 


8 reportabit xoyieiroa. ("recipiet" late Vg.). See 
on 2 Cor. 5,10. Manetti put feret, and Lefévre 
referet. 

8 deo to Kupiou (“domino” Vg.). The substi- 
tution of deo from 1516 onwards, in conflict 
with the accompanying Greek text and Erasmus’ 
Basle mss., was a mistake which was allowed to 
remain uncorrected in all five folio editions. 
For other errors of this kind, see on 2 Cor. 5,6. 


8 seruus fuerit BoUAos ("seruus" Vg.). Erasmus 
adds a verb, for the sake of clarity. Lefévre put 
seruus sit. 

9 erga illos mpós oxrrous (“illis” Vg.). Erasmus 
is more accurate here. See on Act. 3,25. Ambro- 
siaster and the Jerome 1516 text and lemma put 
ad illos. Lefèvre put erga eos, and Manetti ipsis. 


9 quod &1i ("quia" Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. The 
change made by Erasmus agrees with the word- 
ing of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


9 et vester ipsorum xoà Ou aùtõv (“et illo- 
rum et vester" Vg.; "et vester" 1516 Lat). The 
Vulgate reflects a Greek text having kai avTa&v 
Kai ópóv, as in PY N^?" A B D* and a 
few later mss. Several other variants also exist. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along 
with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other late mss. 
See Annot. If kai aùtõv Kal Gydv had been 
the original wording, it would be possible to 
argue that an accidental transposition could 
have produced xoi úpæv Kai orróv (a reading 
which has some patristic support), and that by 
a further scribal error this was shortened to «oi 
úv ovTÓv. A different explanation would 
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6 küpiós éotiv v ovpavois, Kal rrpooc- 
TroATNWia oùk EoTI Trap’ AUT. 

V Tó Aorróv, &SeAMoi pou, évSuva- 
poŬŭoðe év kupic, Kal èv TH Kkpár& TŇS 
ioxvos aùToŬ. !!tvBUcacs Tijv tmavom- 
Aiav ToU 8:00, Trpds TO Súvacðaı Ops 
oativa Trpós Tas ue&o8elas TOU BiapóAov. 
7 Sti ovK Éomi Hiv Å THAN mpós alpa 
Kai odpKa, AAG Trpós Tas &PXÁS, Trpós 
Tas Eoucias, Tpds ToUs Koouokp&ro- 
pas ToU ckóTous ToU aidvos ToUTov, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


dominus est in coelis, nec personae 
respectus est apud illum. 

Quod superest fratres mei, sitis 
fortes per dominum, perque potenti- 
am roboris illius. “Induite totam ar- 
maturam dei, vt possitis stare aduersus 
assultus diaboli. ! Quoniam non est 
nobis lucta aduersus sanguinem et car- 
nem, sed aduersus principatus, aduer- 
sus potestates, aduersus mundi domi- 
nos rectores tenebrarum seculi huius, 


9 nec personae respectus B-E: et personae respectus non.4 | 10 mei B-E: oz. A | per dominum, 


perque potentiam B-E: in domino, et in potentia A | 


saeculi 4 B 


be that kai Uuddv attdv was authentic, but 
that an early corrector took it upon himself to 
"improve" the text by inserting kai before aù- 
TÓYV, as he imagined that avtév would other- 
wise be superfluous to the sense of the pas- 
sage. By a simple transposition of words, other 
scribes would subsequently have changed this 
into Kai aùtõv Kal Gydv. That the apostle's 
use of the word sequence Updv avtdv could 
be subject to alteration by an early scribe is de- 
monstrable from 1 Cor. 7,35 (tò Updsv aùðTtõv 
cungépov), where $ shortens the text by 
omitting attdv. Cf. also Paul's usage of &£ 
Updov adUTó at 1 Cor. 5,13, and iv Gyiv atrtois 
at 1 Cor. 11,13. The rendering of Manetti was 
et eorum et vester, while Lefévre had et vestri 
ipsorum. 


9 nec... est Kod ... oux Eom (“et ... non est” 
1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 2,16 for Erasmus’ use 
of nec. 


9 personae respectus TpCowTTOAnYWia (“perso- 
narum acceptio" Vg.). See on Act. 10,34. This 
rendering was also recommended in Annot. on 
Col. 3,25. At the other N.T. instances of pocco- 
TroAnwia, together with TpoowmoAntrTns and 
érmrpocorroArymros, Erasmus has the plural, 
personarum respectus. 


9 apud illum wap’ abt (“apud deum" late 
Vg.; "apud eum" Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate, 
which here agrees with several Old Latin sources, 
corresponds with the substitution of rrap& 62 
in cod. D*, or mapà Ta Ge in codd. F G. 
However, this variant probably arose as a scri- 
bal error within the Latin tradition, in which 


12 rectores B-E; om. A | seculi C-E: 


apud deum could easily have been mistakenly 
substituted for apud eum. The reading of codd. 
D* F G may therefore have arisen as a retrans- 
lation from the Old Latin. Partly to avoid a 
recurrence of this error, Erasmus prefers illum 
to eum here. Manetti put apud ipsum. In Lefèvre, 
the word-order was et apud eum non est perso- 
narum acceptio. 


10 Quod superest Td Aotrróv ("De caetero" Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 4,2, and Annot. The version of 
Lefèvre substituted Caeterum. 


10 mei pou (omitted in 1516 Lat. = Vg.). The 
Vulgate omission of the pronoun is supported 
by codd. (A) F G and more than forty other 
mss. In $* i5 * B D I and sixteen later mss., 
there is a longer omission, of &&eAgoi pov. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported 
by 1, 2105, 2816, with X ©" and about 530 later 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, 
pp. 394-6). See Annot. A hypothesis which has 
been thought to account for the insertion of 
&beAgol (with or without pou) is that this was 
a scribal change, influenced by the combination 
of TÒ Aorróv with &&eApol at 2 Cor. 13,11; 
Phil. 3,1 4,8; 1 Thess. 4,1; 2 Thess. 3,1. An alterna- 
tive explanation is that &SeAgoi pou was acci- 
dentally omitted by an early scribe, an error 
which would have been facilitated by the previ- 
ous replacement of Td Aorróv by ToU Aorrot 
(as in P“ N* B I), as the eye of the copyist 
could easily pass over from -orrrov to -oiuou, 
omitting the intervening letters. Both Manet- 
ti and Lefévre made the same correction as 
Erasmus. 
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10 sitis fortes iv6uvayoUo8e. ("confortamini" 
Vg.). See on Act. 9,19. Lefèvre put inuatlescite. 


10 per dominum, perque potentiam tv kupico, xod 
ty TÕ kp&ra (“in domino, et in potentia" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17 for per, and on Job. 
1,39 for -que. 


10 roboris tis loywos (“virtutis” Vg.). See on 
Eph. 1,19. Lefèvre put fortitudinis. 


10 illus auToO (“eius” Vg). Erasmus again 
uses the more emphatic pronoun, consistent 
with his use of illum in vs. 9. Manetti put suae. 


11 Induite iv69cac8s ("Induite vos" Vg.). The 
Vulgate use of vos, which also occurs in some 
Old Latin sources, corresponds with the addition 
of óp&s in codd. F G. The Vulgate pronoun 
is probably only a matter of translation, how- 
ever, as the same Greek verb is rendered by the 
Vulgate in exactly this way at Col. 3,12 without 
any comparable addition occurring among the 
early Greek mss. At that passage, Erasmus has 
sitis ... induti. In the present verse, his rendering 
agrees with the Jerome 1516 text and lemma 
(contrary to Jerome Comm.), and also with the 
version of Lefèvre. Manetti put Induimini. 


11 totam armaturam Thv ravomAlav (“armatu- 
ram” late Vg.). A comparable addition of vniuersa 
before armatura occurs in vs. 13: Erasmus seeks 
to convey the root meaning of the Greek word 
more fully. In Annot., he attributes vniuersa 
arma to Jerome Comm., though Jerome's word- 
ing, both here and at vs. 13, was omnia arma. 
In rendering rravomía at Lc. 11,22, Erasmus 
retains vniuersa arma from the Vulgate. Lefèvre 
had omnem armaturam, both here and in vs. 13, 
below. 


11 assultus tas peðoðeias (“insidias” Vg.). Eras- 
mus' choice of expression does not adequately 
convey the required connotation of craft or 
tactical scheming. Cf. on Eph. 4,14. In Annot., 
he gives the meaning of us&o6eía, more correctly, 
as an attack which arises "ex insidiis". 


12 lucta y THAN (“colluctatio” Vg.). Erasmus 
probably considered that the compound form 
of colluctatio was not in keeping with the sim- 
plicity of the Greek noun. See Annot. Among 
classical authors, /uctatio was used more often 
than /ucta. Erasmus may have been influenced 
here by Lefèvre, who had exactly this rendering. 


12 sanguinem et carnem alua Kal oápka (“car- 
nem et sanguinem" Vg.). Erasmus follows the 
Greek word-order more precisely, having the 
same rendering as the Jerome 1516 text. 
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12 principatus tas &pyós (“principes” Vg.). 
This change is prompted by the consideration 
that &pxh is an abstract noun. A similar sub- 
stitution occurs at Tit, 3,1, in accordance with 
Vulgate usage at Lc. 20,20; Rom. 8,38; 1 Cor. 
15,24; Eph. 1,21, etc. Erasmus’ rendering is the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster (1492), Jerome 
Comm., Manetti and Lefévre. 


12 aduersus potestates Teds às &&ovoíog (“et 
potestates" Vg.). The Vulgate corresponds with 
the substitution of xai for pds in cod. D, 
though this reading may have arisen as a matter 
of translation. The correction made by Erasmus 
agrees with the Jerome 1516 text (contrary to 
Jerome Comm.), and with the version of Lefévre. 


12 mundi dominos rectores TOUS koouokpáropas 
(“mundi rectores" Vg.; “mundi dominos" 1516). 
In the Vulgate, the function of rectores is unclear, 
as it can relate equally to mundi or tenebrarum, 
so Erasmus (in 1519) amplifies the sense. Cf. 
Annot. The rendering of Lefévre simply trans- 
literated the Greek word, as cosmocratoras. 


12 seculi buius toG aidvos tovtov (“harum” 
Vg.). The Vulgate reflects the omission of tot 
aldvos, as in P“ N* A B D* F G and eleven 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, and also N ©" 
D" and about 580 other mss. (see Aland Die 
Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, pp. 396-8). See Annot. 
In the shorter form of text, the effect of omit- 
ting ToU aldvos is to attach Towrou to ToO 
oxdétous, constituting a lectio difficilior as the 
phrase "of this darkness" does not have a 
clearly identifiable point of reference. The ques- 
tion therefore arises whether some scribes might 
have added ToU aidvos in order to remove the 
obscurity of toUtou. At other passages, however, 
the apostle always uses oxétos and oxórous, 
etc., without adding toto (see especially Rom. 
13,12; 1 Cor. 4,5; Eph. 5,11; Col. 1,13), whereas 
the phrases ToU aldvos Tourou and Tot Kó- 
cpou ToUTOU are used quite frequently. From 
this point of view, the longer reading at the 
present passage has the merit of greater consis- 
tency with Pauline usage. It is also relevant to 
note that P“, the earliest ms. to omit ToU 
aldvos here, exhibits other serious deficiencies 
in this verse, substituting ue8o8ías for épyós, 
and deleting mpòs Tàs i£ovoías and iv ois 
étroupaviois. The same scribal attitudes which 
were responsible for these abbreviations of the 
text, either by deliberate excision or through 
mere negligence, could equally account for the 
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Trpós TH mveupaTikà TÄS Trovnpias èv 
Tois érroupaviors. 3 81a ToUTo &voAó- 
Bere Thv travotrAiav ToU Beo, iva öv- 
vn&iyre &vrioTfivoa v TH Hepa TH Trovn- 
P, kal &rravra katepyacdpevol otvo. 
“otijte ov, TepiZwodpevol Thy doguv 
Uyudv v dAnbeia, xoi ivBvoépevor tov 
BadpoKa Tis Sikaicowvns, kai óTo5n- 
odpevor tous Tróbas év EToINacia Tot 
evayyeAiou tijs elonvns, 'éri m&oiv 
&vaAaBóvres tov 6upeóv TÄS rríoT&cos, èv 
& Suvijceote Trávra Tà BEAN TOU Trovn- 
poU tà Trerrupoouéva oBéoat. Kal thy 
Trepikepadaiav Tol | ccrnpíou Sé€aobe, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


aduersus spirituales — astutias in 
coelestibus. 13 Quapropter assu- 
mite vniuersam armaturam dei, 
vt possitis resistere in die 
mala, et omnibus peractis stare. 
“State igitur, lumbis  circuncin- 
ctis baltheo per veritatem, et 
induti thoracem iustitiae, Set 
calciati pedibus, vt parati sitis 
ad euangelium pacis, 16 super 
omnia assumpto scuto fidei, 
quo possitis omnia iacula 
mali illius ignita extinguere. 
17 Galeamque salutaris accipite, 


13 eou B-E: 60v A | 16 maciw A C-E: macav B | 17 Se€acbe B-E: 5&£a00a1 A*, Sečaoðe A 


12 spirituales B-E: spiritales | 13 mala E: malo 4-D | 14 per veritatem B-E: in veritate A | 
15 vt parati sitis ad euangelium B-E: in praeparatione euangelii A | 16 quo B-E: in quo A | 
illius B-E: om. A | 17 Galeamque salutaris B-E: et galeam salutis 4 


loss of ToU. adóvos. Lefèvre made the same 
change as Erasmus, while Manetti put huius 
seculi. 


12 aduersus (5th.) pds (“contra” Vg.). Erasmus 
is more consistent with the earlier part of the 
sentence. The same wording was used by Am- 
brosiaster, the Jerome 1516 text, Manetti and 
Lefévre. 


12 spirituales astutias TÈ Trveupocrikà Ts TO- 
vnpías ("spiritalia nequitiae" Vg.). Partly based 
on an idea of Lefévre, Erasmus makes the sense 
more intelligible by converting genitive singular 
to accusative plural. See further on Act. 3,26; 
Rom. 1,29, for his removal of nequitia. See also 
Annot. The version of Lefévre had spirituales 
nequitias. 

13 Quapropter Sià toto (“Propterea” Vg.). See 
on Act, 10,29. Lefèvre made the same change. 
13 assumite &voAdPete (“accipite” Vg.). This 
substitution was in accordance with Vulgate 
usage in rendering &voAapBávo at eight other 
passages. The verb accipio was less appropriate 
here, as the context requires the sense of "take 
up" or "put on", and not merely "receive". In 
vs. 16, Erasmus uses assumo to replace sumo 
in rendering the same Greek verb. See also on 
Iob. 14,3. Lefèvre again made the same change, 
while Manetti put sascipite. 


13 vniuersam armaturam Thy mavomAíav (“ar- 
maturam" late Vg., with Vg“; “arma” some Vg. 
mss, with Vg’). See on vs. 11. Lefèvre put 
omnem armaturam. 

13 mala ti) Tovnp& ( "malo" 1516-27 = Vg). 
Since Erasmus usually treats dies as masculine, 
it is possible that this change in 1535 was an 
error of the printer. For other exceptions, see 
on Job. 1,29. Lefèvre likewise had mala. 


13 omnibus peractis &avta KaTepyaodpevor 
(“in omnibus perfecti" late Vg. and most Vg. 
mss., with Vg""). In Annot., Erasmus plausibly 
suggests that the original Vulgate reading was 
omnibus perfectis (as in cod. Sangermanensis and 
Vg“). Accordingly, he placed the passage among 
the Loca Manifeste Deprauata. By substituting 
the verb perago, he avoided the ambiguity of 
perfectis, which might be understood to mean 
“perfect” or “perfected”. Manetti put vbi operati 
fueritis omnia, and Lefèvre per omnia perfecti 
(placed after stare). 


14 igitur obv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Joh. 6,62. 


14 lumbis circuncinctis baltheo weprGwocpevos 
Tijv dogbv Üpóv (“succincti lumbos vestros" 
Vg). Erasmus similarly avoids succincti lum- 
bos in rendering dvaGevvupt Tàs ÓócqUas at 
1 Petr. 1,13. Other instances of removing an 
internal accusative occur in vs. 15, below, and 
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at Job. 11,44. At the present passage, he seeks 
to render the Greek prefix mepi- more precisely, 
and to make the meaning more explicit by 
adding baltheo (“a belt"): cf. Annot., in which 
he cites baltheus from Jerome Comm. The posses- 
sive pronoun Uydv was treated as redundant 
for the purpose of translation. At six other pas- 
sages, Erasmus follows the Vulgate in render- 
ing trepiG@vvuui by praecingo. Lefèvre here put 
praecincti lumbos vestros. 


14 per veritatem tv &Xn8eiq (“in veritate" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 


14 thoracem tov 9cpaxa. ("loricam" Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at 1 Thess. 5,8; 
Ap. Iob. 9,17 (1519): cf. Annot. on these two 
passages. At Ap. Iob. 9,9, however, lorica is re- 
tained. Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus 
here. 

15 pedibus tous vróbag ( pedes" Vg.). As in the 
previous verse, Erasmus removes the internal 
accusative. 


15 ot parati sitis ad euangelium iv &rowaoiq 
TOU ebay yeMou (“in praeparationem euangelii" 
late Vg; "in praeparatione euangelii" 1516 
= Vg. mss.). Erasmus changes the construction 
in 1519, for the sake of producing a more 
intelligible sense. Lefèvre tried iz expeditione 
euangelii. Erasmus’ 1516 rendering agreed with 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster (1492), Jerome 
Comm. and Manetti. 


16 super omnia &rl How (“in omnibus" Vg.). 
The Vulgate may reflect the substitution of èv 
for rri, as in P“ X B and a few other mss. 
Here Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, to- 
gether with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as AD FG 
and most other mss. His rendering is the same 
as the Jerome 1516 text and lemma. 


16 assumpto scuto àvañaBóvtes tov Oupeóv 
(sumentes scutum" Vg.). Greek aorist. See on 
vs. 13 for assumo. Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefévre put assumentes scutum. 

16 quo tv & (“in quo" 1516 = Vg.). See on 
lob. 1,26. 

16 iacula Tà BEAN (“tela” Vg.). The term pre- 
ferred by Erasmus denotes, more explicitly, 
weapons which are thrown, such as spears or 
javelins. However, if BéAos be taken to mean 
an arrow, jaculum does not appear quite satis- 
factory. On the other hand, the Vulgate word, 
telum, has a wider range of meaning, referring 
to almost any kind of weapon. Erasmus' render- 
ing agrees with the Jerome 1516 text (Jerome 
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Comm. mentioned both iacula and tela), and the 
same substitution of iacula was also made by 
Manetti. 

16 mali illius oU rovnpoO (“nequissimi” Vg.; 
"mali" 1516). The Vulgate use of a superlative 
is imprecise. In Annot., Erasmus also suggests 
scelesti. In 1519, he conveys the sense of the 
Greek article by adding ¿llius, referring more 
clearly to Satan, the evil one, and not merely 
an abstract concept of evil. Ambrosiaster, Jerome 
Comm., Manetti and Lefévre put maligni. 

16 ignita và Tremupcouéva ("ignea" Vg.). Eras- 
mus seeks to render the participle more accu- 
rately, though ignitus is less common than 
igneus in classical usage. His rendering was the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster, the Jerome 1516 
text and Manetti. 


17 Galeamque xoà tiv mepikepoAaíav (“et 
galeam" 1516 = Vg.). See on Zob. 1,39. 


17 salutaris to covrnpiou (“salutis” 1516 
= Vg.). This substitution is in accordance with 
Vulgate usage in rendering owtijpiov at Le. 
2,30; 3,6; Act. 28,28. Elsewhere Erasmus follows 
the Vulgate in using salus for owtnpia. As 
indicated in 1522 Annot., salutaris was used by 
Jerome Comm. (though the Jerome 1516 con- 
tinuous N.T. text and lemma agree with the 
Vulgate). This word was also adopted by Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 

17 accipite 5£&ac0s (“assumite” Vg.). In his 
1516 Greek text, Erasmus had 5é§ao@au, as in 
codd. 2815, 2817 and most other mss., com- 
mencing with A D", In the 1516 errata, this 
became Séčaoðe (sic), which Erasmus probably 
intended to read as 5&€ao0e: the latter spelling 
is found in cod. 2105, together with P* N B 
and a few other mss. Possibly he assumed that 
Sé€aoa was an itacistic error or a harmoni- 
sation with the preceding infinitive, opéoon. 
From another point of view, however, 5¢ac8a1 
might be considered a lectio difficilior and hence 
possessing a greater claim to authenticity, since 
a literal rendering of this aorist infinitive would 
seem to make the helmet and the sword unexpec- 
tedly dependent on the shield ("taking up the 
shield of faith, whereby you will be able ... to 
receive the helmet of salvation and the sword 
of the spirit"). In order to avoid this apparent 
difficulty, a few scribes may have preferred to 
substitute the imperative 5é€aoGe, while others 
solved the problem by altogether omitting the 
word (as in codd. D* F G). Erasmus prefers 
to reserve assumo for the various compound 
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Koi Tijv uéáyoipav ToU tvevpatos, ð 
icri fua 0c00, Sià méons mpoo- 
tUXfjs Kal Befjoeos Trpoctuyóuevoi èv 
Travii Kaip, £v TrveUparri, Kal eis aÙTÒ 
ToUTo &ypuTvolvtes év mo mpoo- 
Kapteptiog Kal Serjoet mepi mdvtoov 
TÓÀV åylwv, Pkoi Ute époO, iva por 
Sobein Adyos èv ó&voi&£& ToU otdpa- 
765 pou év mappnoía, yvwpioa TÒ 
pucTüpiov ToU evayyeAlou,  ~Unrtp 
oU TpsoBsUc èv ús, Iva ev atta 
Trapproidowpat, ds Sef pe AaATjoat. 
"Iva Sè site Kal Wpeis To kar 
èé, Tl mrpácoco, wavTa piv yvoopi- 
c& Tuyikós ó c&yatrntés d&SeAgds koi 
miotds SidKovos èv kupío, Sv čte- 
wa pos was sis até ToUTo, iva 


17 payoipav A B D E: payaipas C (compend.) 
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et | gladium spiritus, qui est verbum 
dei, "in omni deprecatione et ob- 
secratione, orantes in omni tempore, 
in spiritu, et ad hoc ipsum vigilan- 
tes cum omni sedulitate et depreca- 
tione pro omnibus sanctis, "et pro 
me: vt mihi detur sermo in apertione 
oris mei cum libertate, vt notum faci- 
am mysterium euangelii mei, ?super 
quo legatione fungor in catena, vt in 
eo libere loquar, sicut oportet me 
loqui. 

?^'Vt autem sciatis et vos quae ad 
me pertinent, quid agam, de omnibus 
vos certiores reddet Tychicus dilectus 
frater et fidus minister in domino, 
Zguem misi ad vos in hoc ipsum, vt 


| 22 ov Æ B-E: ou A* 


18 deprecatione et obsecratione, orantes E: oratione, et deprecatione orantes, A, deprecatione et 
obsecratione orantes B-D | cum B-E:in A | sedulitate B-E: instantiaA | 19 cum B-E: in A | 


20 eo B-E: illo A 


forms of Aappévo, including &voAapp&vo, 
ErriAaupévo, rrapaAapupávo, rpooAaupávo 
and ouurropoAaufávo. In Annot., he proposed 
capite. Cf. also on Job. 14,3. His adoption of 
accipite produced the same wording as the 
Jerome 1516 text and lemma. Manetti put 
suscipite, and Lefèvre suscipere (following Séta- 
aða as his Greek text). 

17 qui & (“quod” Vg. This change was, no 
doubt, designed to produce agreement with the 
antecedent, gladium, though qui might also be 
misunderstood to refer to spiritus. In the Greek 
text, which the Vulgate renders quite literally, 
the neuter gender of 6 can be understood as 
arising from the following ñua rather than 
from the preceding TrveUporros. Manetti made 
the same change as Erasmus. 


18 in omni deprecatione et obsecratione Sià THONS 
Tpoceuyiis Kal Serjoews ("per omnem oratio- 
nem et obsecrationem" Vg.; “in omni oratione, 
et deprecatione" 1516). Erasmus' substitution 
of in for per is less literal. Possibly he wished 
to avoid the apparent strangeness of "praying 
by means of prayer". For the substitution of 
deprecatio for obsecratio in rendering énos in 


1516, see on Rom. 10,1. However, in 1519, Eras- 
mus more often preferred to use deprecatio to 
replace oratio: see on Act. 1,14. The insertion 
of a comma after obsecratione in 1535 obscures 
the meaning, as it severs the prepositional 
phrase from the following verb. Manetti had 
per omnem orationem ac deprecationem. 

18 in (2nd.) év (Vg. omits). At this point, 
Erasmus is more literal. His rendering is the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster, Jerome Comm. 
and Manetti. 

18 ad boc ipsum els arro ToUTo (“in ipso" Vg.). 
The Vulgate reflects the omission of ToUTo, as 
in codd. % A B D* F G and a few other mss. 
The text of Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, with Do 
and most later mss. The phrase els aùtTò roUTo 
was a typically Pauline usage, of which other 
examples can be seen in vs. 22, below, and at 
Rom. 9,17; 13,6; 2 Cor. 5,5; Col. 4,8. It has been 
suggested that toUto was a scribal addition. 
However, if this word was genuine, it is possible 
that an early scribe might have omitted the 
word through an error of homoeoteleuton, pas- 
sing over from -vro in aUTó to the same letters 
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at the end of totto. The Vulgate's inaccurate 
use of the ablative, ipso, was liable to cause the 
reader to link this pronoun with the preceding 
mention of the Spirit, rather than with the acti- 
vity of prayer. See Annot. The rendering of Ma- 
netti had in boc ipsum, and Lefèvre in boc ipso. 
18 cum tv ("in" 1516 7 Vg). This change is 
partly for the sake of variety, in view of the 
preceding repetition of in. See on Rom. 1,4. 


18 sedulitate mpooxapreprice (“instantia” 1516 
—- Vg). Possibly Erasmus felt that instantia, 
which could mean "insistence" rather than 
“persistence”, would show an inappropriate 
lack of humility in the manner of prayer. Cf. 
Annot. on Rom. 12,12; 13,6, regarding Trpoc- 
kaprepéco. Lefèvre put seruitio. 


18 deprecatione Berjosi ("obsecratione" Vg.). In 
1519, Erasmus’ adoption of obsecratione for 
Befoecos earlier in this verse produces an incon- 
sistency with his use of deprecatione here. See 
above. This change was anticipated by Manetti, 
while Lefévre put intercessione. 


19 mihi detur por Sobein ("detur mihi" Vg.). 
The Vulgate word-order lacks Greek ms. support 
other than cod. N *, which has 5067, uot. Most 
mss. have po! S064, as in codd. 1, 2105", 2815, 
2816. Erasmus’ use of oðein was derived from 
cod. 2817, with virtually no other ms. support, 
yet this reading remained in the Textus Receptus. 
His rendering was the same as the Jerome 1516 
text and lemma (contrary to Jerome Comm.), 
and Lefèvre similarly put michi detur. 


19 cum tv (“in” 1516). In 1516, Erasmus seeks 
a more literal rendering. Cf. on cum in vs. 18. 
In 1519, he restores the Vulgate wording. Lefévre 
put ad audendum for cum fiducia. 


19 libertate rappnoia ("fiducia Vg.). See on 
2 Cor. 3,12, and Annot. 


19 vt notum faciam yvwpica ("notum facere" 
Vg.). Erasmus avoids the infinitive of purpose: 
see Annot. The rendering of Manetti substituted 
ad notificandum, placing this before cum fiducia. 


19 euangelii mei toG evayyeAlou ("euangelii" 
Vg.). Erasmus' addition of mei seems to have 
no Greek ms. support, and looks like a harmo- 
nisation with evayyéAiév pou in Rom. 2,16; 
16,25; 2 Tim. 2,8. The change may also have 
been influenced by the proximity of oris mei 
earlier in this verse. Another possibly relevant 
factor is that, in cod. 2817, the last four letters 
of evayyediou (-Aiou) look very similar to 
pou. 
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20 super ümép (“pro” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,5. 
20 catena &Avoe (“catena ista" late Vg.). The 
late Vulgate addition of ista lacks Greek ms. 
support. See Annot. The correction made by 
Erasmus agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambro- 
siaster, Jerome Comm., Manetti and Lefévre. 


20 ot iva (“ita vt" Vg.). The Vulgate render- 
ing would correspond with ote rather than 
lvo. See Annot. The rendering of Erasmus is 
the same as that of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefévre. 

20 eo aùTtĂ (“ipso” Vg; “illo” 1516). Erasmus 
perhaps wished to make it clearer that this pro- 
noun refers to exangelii in vs. 19, whereas the 
Vulgate use of ipso might lead the reader to un- 
derstand this as a further reference to the Spirit: 
cf. the removal of ipso in vs. 18, and see further 
on Rom. 1,20. Lefévre likewise put eo. 


20 libere loquar rrappnoi&ocopot (“audeam” 
Vg.). See on Act. 2,29, and Annot. The rendering 
of Manetti was audacter agam. 


20 sicut as ("prout" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 12,11. 
Manetti made the same change, while Lefévre 
put quemadmodum. 

21 sciatis et vos elofjre Kad Uyeis (“et vos sciatis" 
Vg.). The Vulgate word-order corresponds with 
xal Upeis elbf|re, as in codd. $ A D FG I and 
more than forty other mss, including cod. 
2816. Some mss. also have xoi Wypeis ibijre. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105 and about 480 other mss., com- 
mencing with cod. B (see Aland Die Paulinischen 
Briefe vol. 3, pp. 400-4). Lefévre made the same 
change. 

21 quae ad me pertinent và xaT tué (“quae circa 
me sunt” Vg.). This alteration produces a clearer 
sense. In rendering the same Greek expression 
elsewhere, Erasmus substitutes quae mibi acct- 
derunt at Phil. 1,12, and de ... rebus meis at Col. 
4,7. Cf. on Tà trepi fjuv in vs. 22, below. 
Lefévre put quae apud me geruntur. 

21 de omnibus vos certiores reddet Yrávra Oyiv 
yvoopice: ("omnia vobis nota faciet" late Vg.). 
See on 2 Cor. 8,1. Lefèvre put omnia vobis 
patefaciet. 

21 dilectus ô é&yatntdés (“charissimus” Vg.). 
See on Act. 15,25. The word dilectus occurs here 
in the Jerome 1516 text and lemma: see Annot. 
This rendering was also adopted by Ambrosi- 
aster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


21 fidus morós (“fidelis” Vg). See on 1 Cor. 
4,2. 
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yveote T& mepi "uv, Kal rrapakoAéon 
Tas KapSlas Udy. 

2 Elpüvn Toig &SeAgois Kal e&ydorn 
uer& rrio-reoos &rró Geo trart pds Kal kuplou 
"IneoU XpicroU. 41 yapis peta Trávroov 
tov &yatravtev Tov KUpiov "ju 'In- 
ootv Xpiotév èv &g8apoíq. duty. 


"Eypdogn &ró "Pons trpds 'Epecíous 
8i& Tuy1KoQ. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


cognosceretis de rebus nostris, et con- 
solaretur corda vestra. 

3Pax fratribus, et charitas cum 
fide, a deo patre, et domino Iesu 
Christo. ^" Gratia sit cum omnibus 
diligentibus dominum nostrum Iesum 
Christum cum synceritate. Amen. 


Missa fuit e Roma ad Ephesios 
per Tychicum. 


22 consolaretur 4 B D E: consolaretut C | 24 cum synceritate B-E: in incorruptione 4 
Subscriptio Roma A E: Rhoma B-D | ad Ephesios B-E: om. A 


22 cognosceretis ... consolaretur yvOTE ... TAPA- 
kadéon ("cognoscatis ... consoletur" Vg.). Eras- 
mus evidently felt that the imperfect subjunc- 
tive gave a closer equivalent to the sequence of 
Greek aorists here. Manetti had consolentur in 
place of consoletur. 


22 de rebus nostris và Trep\ hudv (“quae circa 
nos sunt" Vg.). By this change, Erasmus marks 
a small distinction of meaning between Tà 
wept and Tà katk in vs. 21. However, since 
he uses de rebus meis for Tà Kerr’ tué in Col. 
4,7, he does not appear to regard this distinction 
as having any real significance. The main object 
was to clarify the vague expression, quae circa, 
which was used by the Vulgate. Cf. his adoption 
of de rebus vestris and res vestras for Tà mepi 
Upddv at Phil, 1,27; 2,20. In rendering the same 
Greek expression, quae circa vos sunt is replaced 
by statu vestro at Phil. 2,19, and with quid agatis 
at Col. 4,8. At Phil. 2,23, in rendering Tà rrepl 
tué, quae circa me sunt is replaced by mea nego- 
cia. In Annot. on the present passage, Erasmus 
suggests res nostras or statum nostrum. Manetti 
put ez que in place of quae. 


23 patre tatpés ("patre nostro" late Vg.) 
The late Vulgate addition of nostro lacks Greek 


ms. support. See Annot. The correction made 
by Erasmus is in agreement with the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Jerome Comm., Manetti 
and Lefévre. 


24 Gratia sit } «pis (“Gratia” Vg.). Erasmus 
adds a verb, for clarity: see on Rom. 16,20. 


2A diligentibus t&v &yomrovTov ("qui diligunt" 
Vg.). Erasmus, on this occasion, is more literal 
in his rendering of the present participle. Else- 
where he often prefers to convert the participle 
into a relative clause. 


24 cum synceritate tv &@Papola ("in incorru- 
ptione" 1516 = Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus argues 
from the context that &q@apola here refers to 
integrity and purity of mind rather than immor- 
tality: cf. his retention of integritas for &o8apola 
at Tit. 2,7. For his removal of incorruptio else- 
where, see on Rom. 2,7. For cum, see on Rom. 
1,4, and Annot. The version of Lefèvre had in 
incorruptibilitate. 


Subscriptio The word-order of the subscription 
in cod. 2817 is meds 'Egeoious Eypáqn &mò 
‘Pans Sià Tuxixod. 
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TTPOZ TOY2 
OIAINTIHZIOY2 
EITIZTOAH 


ThataAos Kal Tipdbeos Sočo: 'IncoU 

Xpic ToU, Tr&ci Tois &ylois tv Xpi- 
oT® "Inoot Toig oUciv èv DiAltrrrois, 
ouv émioxdrrois Kal Biakóvoi, — *xé- 
pis Upiv Kal elprivm ard Geol tratpds 
fiuóv Kal Kuplou 'IncoU Xpic ToO. 

3 Eùxapiot® TĚ 9c uou Emi Tå- 
on Th uveíg ÜpgGv,  *mávrore iv 
Trdon Setjoe: you Ürrip rrávrov Üpóv, 
metrà yapas Tv fno Troiovpevos, 


EPISTOLA 
PAVLI APOSTOLI 
AD PHILIPPENSES 


Paulus ac Timotheus serui Iesu 

Christi, omnibus sanctis in Chris- 
to Iesu qui sunt Philippis, vna cum 
episcopis ac diaconis: ?gratia vobis 
et pax a deo patre nostro et do- 
mino lesu Christo. 

*Gratias ago deo meo in omni 
memoria vestri, ‘semper in omni 
precatione mea pro omnibus vobis, 
cum gaudio precationem faciens: 


Inscriptio EPISTOLA ... PHILIPPENSES E: AD PHILIPPENSES EPISTOLA 4-C, ERASMI 
VERSIO D | 1,1 príus ac B-E: etA | alt, ac B-E: etA | 3 vestri B-E: vestra £ | 4 precatione 
B-E; oratione A | precationem B-E: deprecationem A 


1,1 ac (twice) kal (“et” 1516 = Vg). See on 
Tob. 1,25. 


1 vna cum ovv ("cum" Vg.). See on Act. 1,22. 
In Annot., Erasmus states that some mss. have 
the reading cuvetioxdérrois as an alternative 
for oùv tmiokómois, Among his Basle mss., 
this is true only of cod. 2105. The same point 
reappears in Apolog, resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD 
IX, 2, pp. 212-14, Il, 809-813. 


1 diaconis SYoxóvois ("diaconibus" late Vg. and 
most Vg. mss., with Vg"). In Annot., Erasmus 
argues that the second-declension form of the 
Latin noun is closer to the form of the Greek 
word. A similar point was made by Valla Annot. 
However, since neither diaconus nor diacon 
occurs in classical usage, Erasmus also suggested 
ministris here, Thus he substitutes minister for 
diaconus at 1 Tim. 3,8, though inconsistently 
not at 1 Tim. 3,12. Lefèvre made the same 
change as Erasmus at the present passage, in 
company with a few Vulgate mss. (and Vg"). 


3 vestri Uyddv ("vestra" 1516). In 1516, the use 
of vestra, treating Udy as a possessive genitive, 
follows the version of Ambrosiaster: see Annot. 


4 omni precatione mea thon Setjoe pou 
("cunctis orationibus meis" Vg.; “omni oratione 
mea" 1516). In cod. 2817, the words Tévtote 
... Ugdv were omitted through homoeoteleuton; 
in cod. 1, Sehoe: was incorrectly replaced by 
Sinyoei. In using the singular, Erasmus’ ver- 
sion is more literal. He prefers omnis to the 
singular of cunctus, as the latter would tend to 
be understood as meaning “the whole” rather 
than “every”. For precatio, see on Act. 1,14. In 
Annot., Erasmus suggests replacing orationibus 
with obsecratione. His 1516 rendering was the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre, while 
Manetti put omní deprecatione mea. 


4 precationem. viv Sénow "deprecationem" 
1516 = Vg.). Erasmus renders Sinos more con- 
sistently than the Vulgate, in view of his use 
of precatione earlier in the sentence. 
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Simi ti kotwoviq Guóv els TÒ evaryyéAl- 
ov, TÒ Trporrns fjuépas &ypi oU viv, 
$Trerroi8cos aT ToUTo, STI ó évapEd- 
pevos v úpiv Epyov &yagóv, emiteAécet 
&yxpis fyu£pas “Inco XpioroU, | "kacs 
got Bíkotov &pol, ToUTo ppoveiv mèp 
TávrOov Updov, Sic TO eye ue ev Ti 
kapBíq pds, £v te Tois Seopois pou Kal 
Ti é&moAoylia Kal BeBcuwce ToU cù- 
ayyeMou, cuykoivovoUs uou Tfj; Xá- 
piros Trávrag Uu&s évtas.  *uáprus 
yop pou totiv 6 Oeds, ds mmo- 
60 mavtas buds iv oTAÁ&yyvois 'In- 
coU XpicToU. *xal toto tmpocevyo- 
pot, fva f^ d&ydtrn Uudv čti AAV 
Kol pov mepiooevn èv émyvocer 
xal máon alo6rjon, Veis tò SoKipdcev 
Üp&s Tà Siapépovta, ive Tyre elAikpivels, 
Kai émpóokoTo: eis fjuépav XpicToU, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


*quod veneritis in communionem 
euangeli, a primo die vsque ad 
hoc tempus: ‘persuasum habens hoc 
ipsum, quod is qui coepit in vobis 
opus bonum, perficiet vsque ad diem 
Iesu Christi: "sicut iustum est mihi, 
vt hoc sentiam de omnibus vobis: 
propterea quod habeam vos in corde 
et in vinculis meis et in defensione 
et confirmatione euangelii, quum 
sitis omnes mihi consortes gratiae. 
"Testis enim mihi est deus, quam de- 
siderem vos omnes in visceribus lesu 
Christi.  ?Et illud oro, vt charitas 
vestra adhuc magis ac magis exuberet 
in agnitione omnique intelligentia, 
vt probetis quae sunt praestantia, 
vt sitis synceri ac tales, vt nemi- 
ni sitis offendiculo in diem Christi: 


1,7 Seopois A-C: Seopiois DE | alt. ty B-E: ev rn A | BeBaiwoei A C-E: BeBewoe B 


7 quum sitis omnes B-E: qui omnes estis 4 | 8 desiderem C-E: desyderem A B | 9 omni- 


que B-E; et omni 4 


5 quod veneritis in communionem euangelii Evi 
ti koivwvig Gydov sls TO evoryyéAlov (“super 
communicatione vestra in euangelio Christi” 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of Christi 
lacks Greek ms. support. For communio, see on 
2 Cor. 6,14. Erasmus sensed that, after communio, 
els was best represented by a Latin genitive, to 
denote the object of such "participation". This 
in turn led him to convert the pronoun, Uuów, 
into a subordinate clause, quod veneritis in, 
resulting in a paraphrase rather than a literal 
translation. Manetti put super communicatio- 
nem vestram in euangelium, and Lefèvre super 
communione vestra in euangelio, both omitting 
Christi. 

5 primo vtpoxrns ("prima" Vg.). See on Iob. 
1,29. 

5 vsque ad boc tempus &ypi ToO. viv ("vsque 
nunc" Vg.). See on Job. 2,10. Lefèvre put bac 
usque. 


6 persuasum. babens vrerro18005 ("confidens in” 
Annot., lemma = Vg. 1527 and some Vg. mss.). 
The 1527 Vulgate column follows the Fro- 
ben edition of 1514. See on Rom. 8,38, and 
Annot. In Lefévre's version, the clause began 
with hoc ipsum suasum babens, omitting in. The 
earlier Vulgate, together with the Froben Vul- 
gate of 1491 and the Vulgate column of Lefèvre, 
and also the version of Manetti, had just 
confidens. 


6 quod &u (“quia” Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. Eras- 
mus has the same wording as Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


6 is qui & ("qui" Vg). As elsewhere, Erasmus 
adds a pronoun to provide an antecedent for 


qui. 
6 vsque ad &xpis ("vsque in" Vg). See on 
Act. 1,2. Erasmus’ wording is the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster. 


EPISTOLA AD PHILIPPENSES 


6 lesu Christi lnoot Xpioroŭ (“Christi Iesu" 
Vg.). The Vulgate word-order corresponds with 
Xpic' toU 'IncoÜ, as in most mss., commencing 
with 38 5 B D, and including codd. 1 and 2816. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 
cod. 2105, with N A F G and many other mss. 
The same change was made by Manetti. 


7 iustum est mibi tov Sikairov poi (“est mihi 
iustum" Vg.). Erasmus’ rendering is no closer 
to the Greek word-order than the Vulgate. 
Lefèvre put par michi est. 


7 vt boc sentiam toto ppoveiv ("hoc sentire" 
Vg.). Erasmus, as usual, avoids the infinitive. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 


7 de 9mép (“pro” Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 5,12. This 
change was also made by Lefévre. 


7 propterea quod Six TÓ (“eo quod" Vg.). See 
on Act, 8,11. Lefévre put ob idipsum quod. 


7 Seopois. The spelling Seopiois in 1527-35, 
which would mean “prisoners” rather than 
“bonds”, cannot have been intended by Erasmus, 
and does not seem to have been prompted by 
any consideration of ms. evidence. 


7 in defensione ti &moroyig. The reading èv 
Tij &moAoyíe in 1516 is more in harmony 
with the Latin translation, and is also in ac- 
cord with the text of codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 1, 3, 2816 and most other mss., 
commencing with P% N B D", The omission 
of èv in 1519-35, supported by cod. 2105, with 
A D* F G and a few other mss., accounted for 
the continuing omission of this preposition in 
the Textus Receptus. Cod. 2105* also omitted the 
preceding Kal. 


7 quum sitis omnes mibi consortes gratiae ovyKol- 
Vovous pou Tis Xéprros Tr&vrag Upas óvras 
("socios gaudii mei omnes vos esse" Vg.; “qui 
omnes estis mihi consortes gratiae" 1516). Eras- 
mus understands the Greek participle in a cau- 
sal sense, and not as expressing the content of 
Qpoveiv. See Annot., where he further suggests 
that the Vulgate use of gaudii may reflect con- 
fusion between xáprros and yapás. He connects 
vou with cuyKotveovous rather than with xápi- 
tos, whereas the Vulgate word-order corresponds 
with the replacement of uou tis X&prros by 
THs X&prrós pov in codd. D F G. In cod. 2815 
and a few other late mss., pou (2nd.) is replaced 
by you. For consors, see on Rom. 11,17, and 
Annot, The version of Manetti put socios meos 
gratiae omnes vos esse, and Lefèvre cum vos omnes 
comparticipes mei in gratia sitis. 
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8 quam desiderem Òs tmimob® ("quomodo 
cupiam" Vg). Erasmus here prefers quam, as 
expressing the intensity rather than the manner 
of the apostle's love. However, he retains quo- 
modo amabat for ts epider at Iob. 11,36. See 
on 2 Cor. 5,2 for desidero. Ambrosiaster had 
quemadmodum desiderem, and Lefèvre quo pacto 
desydero. 


8 vos omnes Trávras Op&s ("omnes vos esse" 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of esse lacks 
Greek ms. support. See Annot. In transposing 
the Latin word-order, Erasmus may have been 
influenced by Lefévre, who made exactly this 
change. More literally, the earlier Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster and Manetti put omnes vos. 


9 illud totto (“hoc” Vg.). Erasmus prefers 
illud for referring to something which follows: 
see on Rom. 6,6. 


9 adbuc &ri (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
has little support from Greek mss. See Annot. 
The same correction was made by Manetti, 
while Lefèvre put etiam. 


9 exuberet wepiccevy (“abundet” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 3,7. 


9 agnitione Emvyvoocti (“scientia” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 3,20. Erasmus has the same rendering as 
Ambrosiaster. Both Manetti and Lefévre had 
cognitione. 

9 omnique xcd rác, (“et in omni" late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss; “et omni" 1516 7 some Vg. 
mss.) The repetition of iv, which occurs in 
some copies of the Vulgate, lacks Greek ms. 
support. For -que, see on Job. 1,39. Erasmus’ 
1516 rendering, also found in some Vulgate 
mss., gives the same wording as Ambrosiaster 
and Lefévre. 


10 quae sunt praestantia và Biaptpovta (“poti- 
ora" Vg.). See on Rom. 2,18, and Annot. The 
version of Ambrosiaster had quae sunt vtilia, 
and Lefévre ea quae potiora sunt. 


10. synceri elAixpiveis ("sinceres" Vg.). The usual 
classical form of this adjective was sincerus 
rather than sinceris. Ambrosiaster and Manetti 
put sinceri, and Lefèvre syncaeri. 

10 ac xai (“et” Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 

10 tales, vt nemini sitis offendiculo &póoxorroi 
("sine offensa" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 10,32, and 
Annot. For the use of the predicative dative, see 
further on Rom. 8,28; 1 Cor. 8,9. The rendering 
of Manetti had sine offendiculo, and Lefèvre 
irrepraebensibiles. 
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lqerrAnpopuévor kaprróv. Sixatocuvns, 
Tov Bik 'InooU XpicToU els S6€av kal 
érrarvov OcoU. 

"P [Dwookxev St ópás PovAouai, 
&Sedgol, óri Tà Kar’ Épé, pGAXov els 
TpokoTijv ToU elayyeAlou éArAubev, 
Bote ToUs Secpols pou qavepous 
év Xpiotd yevéoðar èv Aw TH Trpca- 
TOpío, Kal Toig Aormoig voi, “Kal 
Tous TrÀelovags Tay &BEAQGv èv Ku- 
piw, tretroi@dotas ois Seoyois uou, 
TpiccoTépos  ToÀlu&v &póßws Tov 
Aóyov aeiy. tivis pèv kal Sick 
q9óvov Kal épiv, tivés è Kal Sr 
evSokiav tov Xpiotov Knpiocovol. 


11 tov A DE: tov BC 


11 contingit B-E: est A | ad BE: in A | 


13 in Christo B-E; om. A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Mimpleti fructu iustitiae, qui con- 
tingit per lesum Christum ad glo- 
riam et laudem dei. 

PScire autem vos volo fratres, 
quod quae mihi acciderunt, magis 
ad profectum euangelii euenerunt: 
Sita vt vincula mea manifesta facta 
sint in Christo in toto praetorio 
ac caeteris omnibus: 'vtque plures 
ex fratribus in domino, freti vin- 
culis meis, vberius auderent, impa- 
uide sermonem loqui. "Nonnulli 
quidem per inuidiam et contenti- 
onem, nonnulli vero et propter bo- 
nam voluntatem Christum praedicant. 


ac B-E: et A | 


14 vtque B-E: et vt A. | in domino B-E: om. A | sermonem B-E; verbum A 


11 impleti verAnpoxutvoi ("repleti" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 15,13. 


11 fructu iustitiae, qui contingit «aprró»v Btkoio- 
ouvns, TÓÀv ("fructu iustitiae" Vg.; "fructu ius- 
ticiae, qui est” 1516 Lat). Erasmus seeks to 
convey more fully the sense of T&v. In using 
the singular for fructu and the accompanying 
relative clause, he is closer to the text of cod. 
2817, which has kaprróv Sixatoouvns Tóv, as 
in P“ N A D F G I 048^ and about 150 
other mss., along with the Vulgate. The reading 
of cod. B is kaprróv BikorocUvns, omitting 
tov. Erasmus’ Greek text is supported by more 
than 380 late mss., including codd. 1, 3, 2105, 
2815, 2816 (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 3, pp. 568-71). However, the fact that he 
had tóv rather than t&v in Annot. may in- 
dicate that it was his original intention to put 
kapTóv ... TÓv in his continuous text. The 
reading Kaptrév ... TÓv in 1519-22 is gram- 
matically impossible, though it occurs in nine 
mss. (see Aland Joc cit.). 


11 ad els (“in” 1516 = Vg.). Elsewhere Erasmus 
is generally content with in gloriam for ets 
SdEay, e.g. at Rom. 3,7; 9,23; 15,7. 

12 vos volo Upas BouAopon (“volo vos" late 
Vg.. The late Vulgate word-order has little 
Greek ms. support. Erasmus' rendering agrees 
with the earlier Vulgate and Ambrosiaster. 
Lefévre put vos velim. 

12 quod &t1 (“quia” Vg). See on Job. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 
12 quae mihi acciderunt và Kar’ bye ("quae circa 
me sunt” Vg.). See on Eph. 6,21. Manetti put 
ea quae circa me sunt. 


12 euangelii euenerunt ToO evayyeniou EATAU- 
Oev ("venerunt euangelii" Vg). The Vulgate 
word-order lacks Greek ms. support. See on 
Act. 8,24 for euenio. Ambrosiaster and Manetti 
had euangelii venerunt, and Lefèvre euangelii 
successerunt. 


13 facta sint yevioOor (“fierent” Vg.). Eras- 
mus substitutes the perfect tense, to follow the 


EPISTOLA AD PHILIPPENSES 


previous sequence of acciderunt ... euenerunt, His 
Latin word-order follows the Vulgate. Ambrosi- 
aster, more literally, placed facta sint after Christo. 
Lefèvre put fuerint. 

13 in Christo tv Xpicró (omitted in 1516 
Lat) The omission of in Christo in 1516, in 
conflict with the accompanying Greek text and 
nearly all mss., was probably not intended by 
Erasmus. One of his assistants perhaps mis- 
understood an instruction to place this phrase 
before the verb (see the previous note), and 
mistakenly deleted the words instead of trans- 
posing them. A further accidental omission of 
in domino occurs in the following verse. 


13 toto ^y ("omni" Vg.). See on Iob. 8,2. In 
Annot., Erasmus argues that omnis might be 
misunderstood to mean “every”. The same 
change was proposed by Valla Annot., Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 


13 ac kal ("et" 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 
Manetti also made this change. 


13 caeteris rois Aorrols (“in caeteris" Vg.). The 
Vulgate addition of in lacks Greek ms. support. 
See Annot. The preposition was similarly omit- 
ted by Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot., Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


14 vique kaí (“vt” late Vg; “et vt" 1516). 
Erasmus’ rendering makes clear that this clause 
is parallel with vs. 13, rather than dependent 
upon it. The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and 
Lefèvre had just et. 


14 ex fratribus tõv d&&eAgav ("e fratribus” 
Vg.). For Erasmus’ preference for ex, even 
before consonants, see on Rom. 1,4. His ren- 
dering is the same as that of Ambrosiaster. 
Lefèvre put fratrum. 


14 in domino tv xupie (omitted in 1516 Lat.). 
Again the 1516 omission seems to have been 
accidental, as it produces an inconsistency with 
the parallel Greek text. See on the omission of 
in Christo, in the previous verse. 


14 freti memoigóras ("confidentes" Vg). Eras- 
mus aims at a more exact rendering of the 
Greek perfect participle. He may also have had 
in mind that confidens might be misunderstood 
in the sense of "over confident". He nowhere 
uses confidens in his N.T. translation. Cf. his 
replacement of confidens by persuasum babens in 
vs. 6, above, and by certo in vs. 25, below. 


14 vinculis vois Seopois (“in vinculis" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate preposition is not explicitly 
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supported by Greek mss. In omitting this word, 
Erasmus' version agrees with the earlier Vulgate 
and Ambrosiaster. Lefèvre replaced in vinculis 
meis by ob vincula mea. 


14 wberius tepiccotépws (“abundantius” Vg). 
See on 2 Cor. 7,13, and Annot. 


14 impauide &oóos ("sine timore" Vg.). See 
on Job. 8,7 for the removal of sine. Both 


Manetti and Lefèvre put intrepide. 


14 sermonem tov Aóyov. ("verbum dei" Vg; 
"verbum" 1516). The Vulgate addition of dei 
corresponds with the addition of ToU 6s00 in 
codd. N A B (D*) 048"4 and about 100 later 
mss. Twenty-four other mss. have the word- 
order tov ToU 0:00 Aóyov. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by cod. 1 
and about 470 other mss., commencing with 
Pid Dorr, Among these, cod. 2105 and about 
thirty other mss. place tov Aóyov after Aa- 
Aeiv. (See Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, 
pp. 574-7). It may be noted that, influenced 
by the joint testimony of codd. N A B and 
several ancient versions, 19th-century editors 
tended to adopt ToO ðsoŭ. However, some 
recent editions (notably, N?) have reinstated 
the shorter wording of Erasmus at this pas- 
sage, in effect accepting that the form of text 
preserved by most of the later mss. was, after 
all, correct at this point. For sermo, see on 
Tob. 1,1. Manetti had the same rendering as 
Erasmus' 1516 edition, while Lefévre put ser- 
monem dei. 


15 Nonnulli ... nonnulli vwis ... twés ("Qui- 
dam ... quidam" Vg.). See on Rom. 11,14. In 
vss. 16-17, for the sake of variety, Erasmus 
replaces quidam with alii ... alii. 

15 per koi Sic (“et propter" Vg.) Erasmus 
leaves kai untranslated. This use of per, if 
intentional, seems to be designed to avoid 
repetition of propter. Normally per would be 
used when 5i& is followed by a genitive, but 
propter when Siá is followed by an accusa- 
tive (as here). At Mt. 27,18 and Me. 15,10, 
for example, in rendering Sià q8óvov, Eras- 
mus replaces per inuidiam by propter inuidiam. 
However, he retains per infirmitatem for 5v 
&cOtvetav at Gal. 4,13 (= Vulgate). 


15 vero BÉ (“autem” Vg.). See on loh. 1,26. 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had the same ren- 
dering as Erasmus. 

15 5r. Cod. 2817 has Bi& at this point, contrary 
to the other Basle mss. 
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Boi piv ££ èpiðelaşs tov Xpiotdv 
KaTayyéAAovoly où% dyvós, olópe- 
vor Biyi èmipépeiv | Toig Secpois 
you’ Voi 5E ££ dyadrns, elbóres Sti 
els dtroAoylav ToU evayyeAiou Kei- 
por. ri yáp; mAh mavti TpómO, 
cite Trpopdoa, cite dAnSela, Xprotds 
KatayyéAAetar Kal èv tovt% yal- 
po, &AAà Kal xaphoopai. — "olbo 
yap ot: ToUTÓ yor d&troBijcetar els 
coTnplav Sic Tis Uudv Serjoews kal 
émixopnyias oU mvevparos ‘Incot 
XpicToU, — Ükorà thy émokapabo- 
Klav xol Amia pou, ómri èv ovdevi 
aloxuversonon, GAA’ èv méon map- 
pnoía, ds Trávrore, Kal viv peya- 
AuvOt\cetar Xpiotds iv TH ocparí 
Mou, tire Sick Coofis, eire Sick Oavá- 
tou. éuol yàp td ñv Xpiotés, 
Koi TÒ d&troBaveiv képBos. Zel 5b Tò 
čňv tv oapki, ToUTÓ yor Kaptrds 
Épyou, Koi Tí aiptjcouar où yvopí- 
Go. ouvéxouar yàp ik tÕv úo, 


17 constitutus B-E; positus Æ | 


18 tamen B-E: om. A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


16 Alii quidem ex contentione Chris- 
tum annun|ciant non pure, existi- 
mantes sese afflictionem addere vin- 
culis meis: alii rursus ex charitate, 
scientes quod in defensionem euan- 
gelii constitutus sim. "Quid enim? 
Attamen quouis modo siue per oc- 
casionem, siue per veritatem, Chris- 
tus tamen annunciatur: et in hoc 
gaudeo, quin etiam gaudebo. "Noui 
enim quod hoc mihi cedet in salu- 
tem per vestram deprecationem et sub- 
ministrationem spiritus lesu Christi, 
? secundum expectationem et spem 
meam, quod nulla in re pudefiam: 
sed cum omni libertate, vt semper, 
ita nunc quoque magnificabitur Chris- 
tus in corpore meo, siue per vitam 
siue per mortem. ?Nam mihi vita 
Christus est, et mors lucrum. ? Quod 
si contingat viuere in carne, ea res 
mihi fructus est operis, et quid eligam, 
ignoro. ? Coartor enim ex his duobus, 


19 deprecationem B-E: oratio- 


nem A | 20 cum B-E: in | 22 eaA* B-E: eaque f | 23 Coartor B-E: Constringor A | 


ex his B-E; e A 


16-17 Alii quidem ... alii rursus of uiv ... of Sé 
(“Quidam ... Quidam autem" Vg.). The Vulgate 
leaves pév untranslated. For alii ... alii, see on 
vs. 15, and Arnot. Another such substitution 
occurs at Act. 17,32: see ad loc. For rursus, see 
on Job. 9,9. Ambrosiaster (1492) had Alii quidem 
» Aliqui vero, Manetti Qui profecto ... Qui autem, 
and Lefévre Qui autem ... qui vero. 


16-17 ex... meis: .. ec... sim ÈẸ ... yov ... 
&E ... kepar ("ex ... sum: ... ex . meis" Vg.). 
The Vulgate transposition of the substance of 
these two verses is supported by 396 N A B 
D* F G 048 and about fifty other mss. Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816, and also D*" and about 
520 later mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 3, pp. 577-80). See Annot. A similar change 
was made by Manetti and Lefèvre, apart from 
several differences on smaller points, which are 
noted below (in Manetti's version, the first 


hand of Pal Lat. 45 followed the Vulgate word- 
ing of vs, 16, which was subsequently corrected). 


16 pure &yvóxs (“sincere” Vg., in vs. 17). See on 
2 Cor. 6,6 (puritate), and Annot. The rendering 
of Lefévre was caste. 


16 sese afflictionem 8M. (“pressuram se" Vg., 
in vs. 17). For sese, see on Joh. 7,35, and Annot., 
and for afflictio, see on Iob. 16,21. Manetti put 
tribulationem, omitting se, while Lefévre had se 
pressuram. 


16 addere trripépeiv (“suscitare” Vg., in vs. 17). 
The Vulgate reflects a Greek text having tyeloetv, 
as in codd. N A B D* F G and twenty-two later 
mss. In cod. D°" and nine later mss., it is 
Erreysípeiw. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, with 1 and 2816, as well as D°" ® and 
about 550 later mss. His cod. 2105 has rrpoogé- 
peiv. (See Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, 
pp. 580-4). C£. Annot. It would seem that the 
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superficial resemblance between émigépeiv and 
tysipstv led some early scribes to confuse these 
two words. Manetti put inferre, and Lefèvre af 
ferre (the latter being positioned after meis). 


17 quod... constitutus sim Sv ... Kpa ("quoniam 
... positus sum” Vg., in vs. 16; “quod ... positus 
sim” 1516). For quod and the subjunctive, see 
on Iob. 1,20. A similar substitution of constituo 
occurs at 1 Job, 5,19 (1519), though Erasmus 
is usually content with pono for xetyat. See 
further on Joh. 15,16, and Annot. The versions 
of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre put quod 
.. positus sum. 


17 in defensionem els &rroAoyíav ("in defensio- 
ne" late Vg., in vs. 16). Erasmus is more ac- 
curate here, using the same rendering as the 
earlier Vulgate and Ambrosiaster. See Annot. 
The wording of Lefévre was ad defensionem. 


18 Attamen... annunciatur Ny... KocracyyéA- 
Aeta: ("Dum .. annuncietur" Vg. 1527 and 
many Vg. mss. 7 "Dum .. adnuntietur" in 
Vg"*, "Dum ... adnuntiatur" a few Vg. mss., 
with Vg“). For Erasmus’ use of attamen, see on 
1 Cor. 7,2, and Annot. He includes the passage 
among the Loca Obscura, Lefévre had nisi quod 
 annunciatur. 


18 quouis mavti ("omni" Vg.). See on Act. 
10,35, and Annot. The version of Manetti had 
quoquo. 


18 Christus tamen Xpiotós ("Christus" 1516 
7 Vg). In 1519, Erasmus’ addition of tamen 
reinforces the earlier attamen, and separates 
Christus more clearly from siue per veritatem. 


18 quin etiam &XX& Kal (“sed et" Vg.). See on 
Ioh. 8,17. Lefèvre put et etiam. 


19 Noui ofSa (“Scio” Vg.), See on Rom. 14,14. 


19 quod St: ("quia" Vg). See on Job. 1,20. 
Erasmus’ rendering is the same as that of Am- 
brosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


19 cedet in &moPhosta els (“proueniet ad” 
late Vg.). Cf. on Rom. 7,10. The same substitution 
was made by Lefévre (Comm.). 


19 deprecationem Sehoews (“orationem” 1516 
7 Vg.). See on Act. 1,14. Manetti anticipated 
this change. 

20 quod dm: ("quia" Vg.). See on Job. 1,20, and 
Annot. Once again the same substitution was 
made by Manetti and Lefévre. 


20 nulla in re tv ovSevi ("in nullo" Vg.). See 
on 2 Cor. 7,9. 
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20 pudefiam aloyuvarjcoucn "confundar" Vg). 


See on Rom. 5,5. 
20 cum tv (“in” 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,4. 


20 libertate nappnoig (“fiducia” Vg.). See on 
2 Cor. 3,12, and Annot. 


20 vt cs (“sicut” Vg). See on Rom. 1,21. 
Lefévre made the same change. 


20 ita nunc quoque Koi viv (“nunc” Annot., 
lemma). In Annot., Erasmus suggests putting et 
nunc, which was the reading of the earlier Vul- 
gate as well as the 1527 Vulgate column, Ambro- 
siaster and Manetti. Lefévre put etiam nunc. 
21 Nam mibi tuo\ yép ("Mihi enim” Vg.). See 
on Iob. 3,34. 

21 vita .. mors to Civ ... TÒ &trobaveiv 
"viuere ... mori” Vg.). Erasmus follows the less 
literal rendering offered by Lefévre, avoiding 
the infinitives. 


22 contingat viuere TÒ Civ (“viuere” Vg.). Eras- 
mus adds a second verb, for clarity. See Annot. 
The rendering of Lefèvre was michi fuerit vita. 
22 ea res toto (“hic” Vg. "eaque res" 1516 
errata). The Vulgate use of the masculine pro- 
noun, by attraction to fructus, is less accurate. 
Nor does the reading eaque in the 1516 errata 
correspond with Erasmus' Greek mss. at Basle. 
Manetti put oc, and Lefèvre haec (agreeing with 
his earlier substitution of vita). 

22 est operis Epyou ("operis est" Vg.). The word- 
order is unaffected by the Greek text, which 
lacks a verb (except in codd. F G, which have 
Epyou toriv). 


23 Coartor ovvéxouan (“Constringor” 1516). 
See on 2 Cor. 5,14, and Annot. In 1519, Erasmus 
restored the Vulgate rendering. Lefévre had 
comprimor. 


23 enim y&p ("autem" Vg.). In Annot., lemma, 
the Vulgate is credited with Erasmus' own ren- 
dering, enim, contrary to the wording of most 
Vulgate mss. His Greek text here follows cod. 
2817, supported by few other mss. The Vulgate 
reflects a Greek text having 86, as found in 
codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816 and nearly all other 
mss. The poorly-attested reading adopted by 
Erasmus survived in the Textus Receptus. Manetti 
omitted the word. 


23 ex his duobus tx TÕv BuO ("e duobus" 1516 
= Vg). Erasmus wishes to express the sense of 
the article more fully. As indicated in Annot., 
Ambrosiaster had the same rendering as Eras- 
mus' 1519 edition. 
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thy ÉmiOupíav Éyov els TO &voAOco, 
Kal ovv Xpic Té elvai, TOAG pov 
xpriccov. ?*Tó 5è Empévew èv TH capi, 
évayKaidtepov 61 óu&s. ol ToUTo 
Temos olBa STi uevós, kal euumrapa- 
mevæ& Tr&oiv Uyiv, el; Tv úv mTpo- 
KoTjv kal xap&v this Tío Tecos, iva 
TO KaUxnua Üuóv TrepicoeUn èv Xpi- 
c 16 'IncoU év pol, Sik Tis Eufjs rapou- 
olas eA Tpós úuðs. 7 uóvov &£ícs 
toU evayyeAlou ToU XpiotoU troArTev- 
eoOe, Iva efte £A0cov Kal Idv Upds, ette 
&rràv, axovow tk mepi Upóv, Sti oT- 
Kete v évi trveUyati, ui Wuyi, ouv- 
adAotvtes ti tiote: ToU evoyyeAiou, 
Bkal ut) mwrupduevor iv pndevl wd 
tov dvtixerpévooy, Tris avtois pév éco Ti 


24 uuas A B D E: upeis C 
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desiderans dissolui, et esse cum Chris- 
to, multo longeque melius est. ?*Cae- 
terum manere in carne, magis necessa- 
rium propter vos. Et hoc certo scio 
quod mansurus sim, et cum omnibus 
vobis permansurus sim, in vestrum 
profectum et gaudium fidei, — ?5vt 
gloriatio vestra exuberet per Chris- 
tum lesum in me, per meum ad 
vos reditum. "Tantum vt dignum 
est euangelio Christi, conuersemini, 
vt siue quum venero et videro vos, 
siue absens sim, audiam de rebus ve- 
stris: quod stetis in vno spiritu, vna 
anima, adiuuantes decertantem fidem 
euangelii, nec in vllo terreamini 
ab aduersariis, quae illis quidem est 


23 desiderans C-E: desyderans4 B | 25 certo A C-E: certus B (compend.) | mansurus sim B-E: 
maneam A | 26 per Christum Iesum B-E: in Christo Iesu 44. | 27 adiuuantes decertantem 


fidem B-E: collaborantes fidei A 


23 desiderans ri EmOupiav Excov ("desiderium 
habens" Vg.). The Vulgate is more literal here. 
At Rom. 15,23, Erasmus uses desiderium babeo 
for érritroPlav Exc, but at that passage deside- 
rium is accompanied by a genitive, veniendi. In 
the present instance, he wanted to avoid the 
construction of desiderium with an infinitive, 
ie. with dissolui and esse. Manetti's remedy was 
to change these infinitives to dissolutionis and 
commorationis, while Lefèvre followed desyderium 
babens with vt dissoluar et sim. 


23 multo longeque melius est TOAAG UGAAOV 
kpeiccov ("multo magis melius" Vg.). Erasmus 
describes the apostle's use of a double compa- 
rative as a Hebraism: see Annot. However, his 
addition of est does not entirely succeed in 
clarifying the relationship of kpeiocov to the 
earlier part of the sentence. Manetti had multo 
magis et melius, and Lefèvre longe multo melius. 


24 magis necessarium &vayKaidtepov ("neces- 
sarium" late Vg.; "necessarium est" some Vg. 
mss. with Vg""). Erasmus is more accurate 
here: see Annot. Both Manetti and Lefèvre had 
magis necessarium est, as in some Vulgate mss. 


(with Vg*). 


25 certo tetroi@es (“confidens” Vg; "cer- 
tus” 1519). See on vs. 14, above. In 1516-22 
Annot., Erasmus proposes certus or persuasus (in 
1527-35 Annot., certus becomes certum), the first 
of which was adopted in his 1519 Latin version. 
Soon afterwards, in his separate Latin N.T. of 
1521, and the folio edition of 1522, he reverted 
to certo, as used in the first edition of his trans- 
lation. Lefévre put exploratum habens. 


25 quod mansurus sim &Ti pevds (“quia manebo” 
Vg; “quod maneam” 1516). See on Job. 1,20 
for quod and the subjunctive, and on Rom. 2,6 
for the use of the future participle. In Annot., 
Erasmus comments that some mss. accentuate 
the verb as pévæ, in the present tense: this was 
the reading of his cod. 2817, but codd. 1, 2105, 
2815 have uevó. Valla Annot., Manetti and 
Lefèvre advocated quod manebo. 


25 cum omnibus vobis permansurus sim auymrapa- 
uevà Tr&civ Oyiv ("permanebo omnibus vo- 
bis" Vg.). By changing the word-order, Erasmus 
ensures that omnibus vobis is understood as 
relating solely to permansurus and not to mansurus 
as well. In Annot., he gives the literal render- 
ing as permanebo simul cum omnibus vobis. The 
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Vulgate omission of cum may reflect the sub- 
stitution of rrapauevó for cuptrapapeves, as 
in P“ N A B C D* FG and a few other mss. 
Erasmus' Greek text follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as Do 
and most later mss. Another passage where a 
few early mss. simplify the doubled prefix, 
cuurrapa-, occurs at 2 Tim. 4,16, where codd. 
N * A C have rropeyévero instead of cuymap- 
£yfvero. For Erasmus’ use of the subjunctive, 
see again on Joh. 1,20, and for the future par- 
ticiple, see on Rom. 2,6. Valla Annot. proposed 
apud vos omnes vna manebo or permanebo cum 
omnibus vobis, of which the latter was adopted 
by Manetti. Lefévre put cwm omnibus vobis 
permanebo. 


25 in vestrum profectum els Thy Updsy Trpokorrüv 
("ad profectum vestrum" Vg.). In this instance, 
Erasmus' version is closer to the Greek word- 
order. In vs. 12, above, he retained ad profectum 
for els trpoxotrty, whereas he now alters the 
preposition. His rendering is the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster. Manetti put ad vtilitatem ve- 
stram, and Lefévre ad promotionem vestram. 


26 gloriatio To «avynua (“gratulatio” Vg.). 
Usually the Vulgate has gloria or glorior when 
rendering this Greek word: see Annot. In Valla 
Annot., it was suggested that the original Vulgate 
reading here was gloriatio, and that this was 
later changed to gratulatio by careless scribes. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same correction 
as Erasmus. 


26 exuberet wepiocevn (“abundet” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 3,7. 


26 per Christum lesum tv Xpiot& “Inoot (“in 
Christo lesu” 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 
By a scribal error, cod. 2817 adds a further 
Xpic ToU after Xpiot& “Inoov. 


26 ad vos reditum apoucias máMwv Trpós 
Uyas (“aduentum iterum ad vos" Vg.). This 
substitution is not necessarily an improve- 
ment, as Trapoucía may here literally refer to 
"presence" rather than "arrival" or "return": 
cf. Phil. 2,12, where Erasmus and the Vulgate 
render trapovola by praesentia. Lefèvre accor- 
dingly rendered the present passage by per 
meam rursus praesentiam ad vos. 


27 vt dignum est &Elas ("digne" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 16,2. Lefévre put pro dignitate. 


27 conuersemini vroAvreUec0e. (“conuersamini” 
Vg.). For Erasmus’ preference for the subjunctive, 
see on Job, 6,27. Lefévre put res gerite. 
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27 absens sim &rcov. (“absens” Vg.). Erasmus 
adds a second verb, clarifying the connection 
between audiam and the preceding vt. Lefévre 
put sim absens. 


27 de rebus vestris và mepi Uydv ("de vobis" 
Vg). The Vulgate leaves r& untranslated. In 
Annot., Erasmus gives a more literal rendering, 
ea quae sunt de vobis. See further on Eph. 6,22. 
Manetti had ea quae circa vos sunt, and Lefèvre 
quae erga vos. 


27 quod stetis 611 othxete ("quia statis” late 
Vg. and most Vg. mss., with Vg", "quia steti- 
stis" some Vg. mss., with Vg"). See on Job. 1,20. 
Erasmus has the same rendering as Ambrosi- 
aster. Manetti put quod estis, and Lefèvre quod 
statis. 


27 ivl. This word is omitted in cod. 2815, con- 
trary to the evidence of nearly all other mss. 


27 una anima wie yuyi) (“vnanimes” Vg.) 
Erasmus’ rendering is more consistent with 
vno spiritu (évi Trveyporti), which immediately 
precedes: see Annot. The version of Lefèvre had 
vno animo. 


27 adiuuantes decertantem fidem ouvaddotvtes 
Tij tiote: (“collaborantes fidei" 1516 = late 
Vg., with Vg""; "collaborantes fide" some Vg. 
mss, with Vg“). Erasmus’ expansion of the 
meaning involves a personification of the "faith 
of the gospel”. The verb cuvatAéo could be 
understood differently, as referring to the Phi- 
lippians unitedly striving alongside the apostle, 
and also alongside one another, sharing the 
same faith and having the same desire for the 
furtherance of the gospel. The latter interpre- 
tation would be more in keeping with Phil. 4,3, 
iv TH &bayysMo ocuvügAnoéáv po, which 
Erasmus renders in 1519 by in euangelio decerta- 
runt mecum. Cf. Annot. The version of Lefévre 
put concertantes fidei. 


28 nec in vllo koi pt... £v undevi (“et in nullo" 
Vg.). A comparable change from et nullum to 
nec vllum occurs at Iob. 16,29 (1519). See also 
on Joh, 2,16. Lefèvre put just in nullo. 


28 illis quidem est astois pév tomv (“est illis" 
Vg). The Vulgate reflects a Greek text sub- 
stituting totiv atrrois, and omitting pév, as 
in codd. X A B C D* F G and thirty-four 
other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, supported by 1 and 2816, with about 
490 other late mss. The reading of cod. 2105 
and fifty-five other mss, including D°", is 
totiv avtois yév (see Aland Die Paulinischen 
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ëvõeigis &moAeias, wuy SÈ oootnplas, 
xol TroUTo ard Scot, Pór oyiv ya- 
pic8n TO UTtp XpicToU, où pdvov 
TÒ sis aüTóv mites, GAAG Kal TO 
Urrig attot mdoyelv, Tov avtov 
&yóva Éxovres olov iSete èv pol, Kai 
viv dxovete èv enol. | 


Eï tis otv trapdKAnois èv Xpi- 

cTÓ, ef T1 Trapapueiov dydrrns, 
ef tis Kowovia mvevparos, ef Tis 
cTÀ&yxva xol olkripuol, — ^mAnpo- 
gaté pou Tv yxap&v, iva TÒ atTd 
opovijre, THY ouTHV &y&mnv Exov- 
Tes, oUpwyuxol, TO v gpovotvTes, 
3unBtv karà èpiðsav 7| KevoSoflav, 
GAAK Tfj TaTrEIVoppocUVN GAATAOUS 
fiyouuevor Umrepéxovtas gauTdv “uth 
TÈ bautdv ÉkacTos okomeřre, dÀAÓ 
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causa perditionis, vobis autem salu- 
tis: et hoc a deo: quia vobis do- 
natum est pro Christo, non solum 
vt in eum credatis, verum etiam vt 
pro illo patiamini, “idem certamen 
habentes quale vidistis in me et | nunc 
auditis in me. 


Si qua igitur consolatio in Christo, 

si quod solatium dilectionis, si qua 
communio spiritus, si qua viscera ac 
miserationes, *complete meum gau- 
dium, vt similiter affecti sitis: ean- 
dem charitatem habentes, vnanimes, 
idem sentientes, ‘ne quid fiat per 
contentionem aut per inanem glori- 
am, sed per humilitatem animi, ali- 
um quisque se praestantiorem existi- 
met: ‘ne sua quisque spectetis, sed 


28 atrwdAsias A-C; amorsias D E | 30 iSete B-E: ebete 4 


28 causa B-E: ostensio A 
2,1 ac B-E: et A 
iudicantes A 


Briefe vol. 3, pp. 584-6). Manetti put profecto 
ipsis est, and Lefévre illis autem. 


28 causa tvbei€is (“ostensio” 1516). See on 
2 Cor. 8,24, and Annot. In Lefèvre Comm., indi- 
cium was adopted in the translation, with ostensio 
given as an alternative. The version of Ambro- 
siaster (1492) had ostentatio. 


28 é&moAeías. The spelling &troAcias in 
1527-35 was probably a misprint: for another 
such error, see on Act. 25,16. At other N.T. 
instances of this word, the same editions always 
have &rro-. 


29 non solum vt ob póvov Tó (“vt non solum" 
Vg. 1527). The 1527 Vulgate column follows 
the Froben edition of 1514. Erasmus' version 
is closer to the Greek word-order, in agreement 
with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Ma- 
netti. Lefèvre had non solum vt in his Vulgate 
column, but non solum (followed by in ipsum 
credere) in his rendering. 


29 verum etiam vt &AA& Kal TÒ (“sed vt etiam" 
Vg.). See on Job. 15,24. Ambrosiaster (1492) 


| 2 complete B-E: implete A | 


3 fiat B-E: om. A | existimet B-E: 


and Manetti put sed etiam vt. Lefèvre had sed 
etiam, followed by pro ipso pati. 

30 vidistis Sere (“et vidistis" Vg). The 
Vulgate addition of et corresponds with the 
reading kal etere in cod. D* (cf. xoi 18s- 
tai in codd. F G). The reading of the 1516 
edition, which has elSete without Kal, is 
found in codd. 1, 3, 2105, 2815, 2816 and 
most other mss. The change to {Sete in 
1519 was supported by cod. 2817, along with 
Bor Der and some later mss. The render- 
ing of Lefévre was the same as that of Eras- 
mus, while Manetti put videtis, all omitting 
et, 


30 auditis &xouere (“audistis” Vg.). The perfect 
tense of the Vulgate lacks support from Greek 
mss. See Annot. Both Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same correction as Erasmus. 

30 in me (2nd) àv tuol ("de me" Vg). The 
Vulgate version was less literal, but suited the 
context, in view of the preceding érkouere. In 
Annot., Erasmus is non-committal as to which 
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rendering is to be preferred. The same change 
was made by Manetti. 


2,1 igitur obv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Iob. 6,62. 
Lefèvre made the same substitution. 


1 dilectionis &yé&rrms ("charitatis Vg). See on 
lob. 13,35. Erasmus retained charitatem for &yá- 
Try in the following verse. More consistently, 
Lefèvre put dilectionis here, and dilectionem in 


vs, 2. 


1 communio Kowoíia (“societas” Vg.). See on 
2 Cor. 6,14. The same change was made by 
Lefèvre. 


1 ac miserationes «od olktippoi (“miserationis” 
late Vg.; “et miserationes" 1516 = Vg. mss.). The 
late Vulgate genitive has negligible support 
from Greek mss. See Annot., and for ac, see on 
lob. 1,25. Erasmus’ 1516 rendering agreed with 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefévre. 


2 complete tANpwoerte (“implete” 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Job. 15,25. 


2 meum gaudium you thy xapáv ("gaudium 
meum" Vg.) Erasmus’ rendering is closer to 
the Greek word-order. 

2 similiter affecti sitis Tò ovo ppoviyte (“idem 
sapiatis” Vg.). See on Rom. 12,16. In Annot., 
Erasmus suggests putting sentiatis for sapiatis, 
taking account of the objection in Valla Annot. 
regarding the Vulgate's use of sapio and sentio 
to render the same Greek verb. By replacing 
idem with similiter, he makes a clearer distinction 
between the meaning of TÒ avté and 1d v. 
Lefévre put idem sentiatis. 

2 idem Tò & (“id ipsum" Vg.). The Vulgate 
may reflect the replacement of ëv by até, as 
in codd. %* A C I and a few later mss. In 
Annot., more literally, Erasmus gives vnum as 
an alternative rendering; this had been used by 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 

3 ne quid fiat yndév ("nihil" Vg; "ne quid" 
1516). As this part of the sentence lacks a verb, 
Erasmus converts it into a purpose clause, 
though nibil sentientes, or possibly nihil facien- 
tes, would have been more in tune with the 
preceding ppovotvtes. 


3 aut fj ("neque" Vg). The Vulgate reflects 
the substitution of uné, as in p% N ABC 
and a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816, with 
D F G and most other mss. The same change 
was made by Lefèvre. 


1,28 - 2,4 
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3 per inanem gloriam xevoBo&lav. The Vulgate 
use of per corresponds with xorr& KevoSoflav 
in codd. N* A B C and a few other mss., 
including cod. 2817. Although Erasmus' trans- 
lation retains per, his Greek text follows cod. 
2815 in omitting Korá, in company with 
1, 2105, 2816, and also $* N°" D F G and 
most other mss. 


3 per humilitatem animi ij Tomevogpoouvr 
(“in humilitate" Vg.). Erasmus artificially makes 
the construction conform with the earlier se- 
quence of per contentionem ... per gloriam. In 
Annot., he renders more literally by humilitate, 
without any preposition. For his addition of 
animi, see further on Act. 20,19. Lefèvre put i” 
humilitate sensus. 


3 alium quisque se praestantiorem &AMNovus ... 
Urrepéyovtas ÉauTOv (“superiores sibi inui- 
cem" Vg.). For the removal of inuicem, see on 
lob. 4,33. By using praestantior, Erasmus perhaps 
wished to reproduce the participial form of 
Utrepéxovtas. In Annot., his translation was alii 
alios existimantes superiores seipsis. Manetti rendered 
this part of the sentence by sibi inuicem existi- 
mantes superiores ipsis, and Lefèvre by arbitramini 
vobisipsis inuicem praeeminere. 

3 existimet Hyyouyevoi (“arbitrantes” Vg.; “iu- 
dicantes" 1516). Erasmus is content to retain 
arbitror for the same Greek verb in vs. 6. In the 
present context, however, existimo suitably con- 
veys the sense of “esteem”. In Annot., he rendered 
by existimantes, which had previously been used 
by Ambrosiaster and Manetti. For the version 
of Lefévre, see the previous note. 


4 ne sua quisque spectetis yh TH &cru riv Ekao ros 
oxotreite ("non quae sua sunt singuli conside- 
rantes" Vg.). The Vulgate may reflect a Greek 
text replacing &ao'Tos axormeire with &acTo! 
oxotrouvtes, as in codd. A B F G, or Exaotos 
oKotrouvtes, as in P N C D, both of which 
readings have additional support from a few 
later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816 and most 
other late mss. There would seem to be a possi- 
bility that the reading cxorroÜvres arose from 
scribal harmonisation with the preceding parti- 
ciples, &xovres ... epovoüvrss ... Hyoupevol, 
and that &xaoto1 (either here or at the end of 
the sentence) was substituted by scribes who 
wished to produce conformity with the accom- 
panying plural verb (whether oxoreirs or oxo- 
qoUvtes). Erasmus’ use of quisque produces a 
stronger parallelism with the previous clause, 
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Kal Tà Érépov Éxacros. Stotto yàp 
Qpovelo8co èv Upiv, & Kal èv XpiorO 
'"InooU, fà; tv poppi 9:00 Urrápyov, 
oùx épraygóv "yyfjicaro tò elvan Toa 
Oe, TAAA EauTdv ikfvocs, popphv 
SovAou Aafov, iv ópoiwpati dvepe- 
mwv yevouevos, Kal oyrpoti evpebeis 
ws &vOpoxmros, iramelvooev. tautdv, 
yevduevos ůmńkooşs péypi 9a |v&rovu, 
6avárou 85& cTravpoU. °’ Kal ó 
Beds avTov UTtpüwoos, Kal Exapioa- 
To atté& Óvoua TÒ Utrép T&v Óvo- 
pa, iva tv T óvópom 'IncoU trav 
youu Kdéuyn, &roupavíov xol mi- 
yticov Kal koray8oviov, "Kel m&ca 
y^écca tovoroytonta: St: Kúp- 
os 'InooUs Xpiotés els SdEav Ged 
TraTpdes. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


vnusquisque quae sunt aliorum. ‘Is 
enim affectus sit in vobis, qui fuit 
et in Christo Iesu: qui quum esset 
in forma dei, non rapinam arbitratus 
est, vt esset aequalis deo, "sed semet 
ipsum inaniuit, forma serui sumpta 
in similitudine hominum constitutus, 
et figura repertus vt homo, *humilem 
praebuit semet ipsum, | factus obedi- 
ens vsque ad mortem, mortem autem 
crucis. *Quapropter et deus illum in 
summam extulit sublimitatem, ac do- 
nauit illi nomen, quod est supra omne 
nomen: yt in nomine Iesu omne 
genu se flectat, coelestium ac terrestri- 
um et infernorum, "omnisque lingua 
confiteatur quod dominus sit lesus 
Christus ad gloriam dei patris. 


2,11 s&opoAoynenrai C-E: eopoAoynoetai A B 


5 Is enim affectus sit B-E: Hoc enim sentiatur Æ | qui fuit B-E: quod A | 7 inaniuit B-E: 
exinaniuit Æ | constitutus B-E: factus Æ | 8 humilem praebuit C-E; humiliauit 4 B | 
9 ac B-E: et A | 10 se B-E: om. A | acB-E:etA | 11 omnisque B-E: et omnis | ad B-E: 


inA 


and avoids the needless alliteration of sua sunt 
singuli. For specto, see on 2 Cor. 4,18, and Annot, 
The version of Manetti had se considerate singuli 
quae sua sunt, and Lefèvre non quae vestra sunt 
quisque consyderate. The use of considerate was 
likewise preferred by Valla Annot. 


4 vnusquisque quae sunt aliorum kal Tà Erépoov 
txacTos (“et ea quae aliorum" Vg). From 
Annot., it appears that Erasmus at first consulted 
Vulgate copies which omitted et, such as the 
Froben 1491 edition, or that he relied upon the 
Vulgate lemma of Valla Annot., which made the 
same omission (as did the version of Manetti). 
Correspondingly, kal is omitted in cod. 2816 
and D* F G, with a few other mss. The word 
et is present in the 1527 Vulgate column, and 
also the 1502 Glossa Ordinaria and the Froben 
edition of 1514, as well as the Vulgate text of 
Lefèvre. In Annot, Erasmus suggested that 
GAA kal was here the equivalent of imo magis. 
The Vulgate and some Old Latin sources leave 


tkaotos untranslated at this point, perhaps 
treating it as a superfluous repetition. This 
word was also omitted by codd. F G. In 38'6 
N A B D and a few later mss., it is ExaoTon: 
for this substitution of the plural, see the 
previous note. In codd. 1, 2815, 2817, Erasmus 
would have found Tó in place of Td, together 
with cod. D°" and many later mss. In adopting 
TÁ, his text has the support of codd. 2105 and 
2816, with most other mss. The version of 
Lefévre put et quisque quod aliorum. 

5 [s enim affectus sit in vobis, qui fuit voOvo yap 
gpovelobeo iv piv, $ ("Hoc enim sentite in 
vobis, quod" Vg., “Hoc enim sentiatur in vobis, 
quod" 1516). The Vulgate reflects the substi- 
tution of gpoveire, as in B% N A B C* D 
F G and a few later mss. Although it has 
sometimes been thought that ppovelo6e was 
a scribal alteration, the fact that there are no 
other N.T. instances of the passive (or middle 
voice) of this verb may have influenced a few 
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early scribes to substitute the active imperative, 
ppoveřte. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, and also C% 
and most later mss. See Annot. The difference 
of verb was likewise discussed in Valla Annot. 
See also on Rom. 12,16. 


6 quum esset in forma dei tv poppi Se00 ÙT- 
&pycv (“cum in forma dei esset" Vg.). For 
Erasmus' occasional preference for an earlier 
position for sum, see on Rom. 2,27. 


6 vt esset aequalis Td elven Tox ("esse se aequalem" 
Vg.). Erasmus avoids the infinitive: see Annot. 
The version of Lefévre put esse aequalem, omitting 
se and thereby inviting the possibility of a mis- 
taken connection being made between aequalem 
and rapinam. 


7 inaniuit txéveoce (“exinaniuit” 1516 = Vg.). 
In 1519 Annot., Erasmus objects that exinanio 
might be taken as the equivalent of exbaurio 
("exhaust" or "weaken"), and argues for the in- 
terpretation that Christ brought himself down 
to the position of lowest esteem ("fecit humilli- 
mum et nihili"). In his opinion, inanio (“make 
empty") gave a more exact equivalent of the 
Greek verb. 


7 forma serui sumpta popotv SovAov Aopov 
(“formam serui accipiens" Vg.). Greek aorist. 
The use of sumo implies that Christ did not 
merely "receive" but actively took upon himself 
the form of a servant. 


7 in similitudine iv SyoidpaT: ("in similitudi- 
nem" Vg.). Erasmus is more literal here. Manetti 
and Lefévre made the same change. 


7 constitutus yevduevos ("factus" 1516 = Vg). 
For Erasmus’ avoidance of facio, see on Job. 
1,15. The change is mainly for the sake of vari- 
ety, in view of the retention of factus in vs. 8. 


7 figura oytport (“habitu” Vg.). Erasmus dis- 
liked the ambiguity of habitus, which could 
refer not only to physical appearance but also 
to clothing or character. C£. Annot. In rendering 
the same Greek word at 1 Cor. 7,31, he made 
an opposite change from figura to habitus. See 
ad loc. At the present passage, Lefévre made the 
same substitution as Erasmus. 


7 repertus eupebels (“inuentus” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 1,41. 

8 humilem praebuit tramelvocev ("humiliauit" 
1516-19 = Vg.). In 1522 Annot, Erasmus con- 
cedes that Pumilio did not occur in classical 
usage. See further on 2 Cor. 12,21. In the 
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separate Latin N.T. of 1521, the wording is 
bumilem prebuit. 

9 Quapropter 516 ("Propter quod" Vg.). See on 
Act. 10,29. 

9 illum in summam extulit sublimitatem autov 
Unreptnpoooe (“exaltauit illum" late Vg.). Erasmus 
elsewhere retains exalto for úyów, but in render- 
ing the compound form of the Greek verb he 
looks for a stronger expression. See Annot. In 
placing illum first, he partly restores the earlier 
Vulgate word-order (illum exaltauit), closer to 
the Greek text. Manetti and Lefévre both put 
ipsum exaltauit. 


9 ac al ("et" 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 
9 supra “rtp (“super” Vg.). See on Job. 3,31. 


10 se flectat w&uyn ("flectatur" late Vg. and 
many Vg. mss., with Vg™; “flectat” 1516 = some 
Vg. mss, with Vg"). See on Rom. 14,11, and 
Annot., together with Apolog, resp. Iac. Lop. Stun., 
ASD IX, 2, p. 214, lI. 815-823. 


10 ac kal (late Vg. omits; "et" 1516 = Vg. mss.). 
The late Vulgate omission lacks Greek ms. 
support. For ac, see also on Zoh, 1,25. Manetti 
and Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus’ 
1516 edition. 


11 omnisque koi r&co (“et omnis” 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Joh, 1,39. 


11 &£ouoAoytjonron. The spelling £&ouoAoyti- 
oeta in the 1516-19 editions was drawn from 
cod. 2817, along with 1, 2105", 2816, and also 
A C D (F) G and many other mss. In cod. 
2815 and many other mss., commencing with 
P“ N B, the ending of this word is -'jon rca. 


11 quod St: ("quia" Vg). See on Job. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 


11 dominus sit Iesus Christus ad (in: 1516) gloriam 
KUplos Ingots Xpiotds els B6Eav ("dominus 
Iesus Christus in gloria est” Vg.). Although the 
Greek has no verb, the word-order offered by 
Erasmus gives a more probable interpretation, 
and he is also more accurate in rendering els 
&ó£av. This passage does not refer to the doc- 
trine that Jesus Christ dwells in the glory of 
the Father, but affirms that the Father will be 
glorified through a future universal acknow- 
ledgment that Jesus Christ is “the Lord”. See 
Annot. A similar point was made by Valla 
Annot., though Valla added moster after domi- 
nus, both in his Vulgate lemma and in his 
accompanying comment. Lefévre put dominus 
est Ihesus Christus: ad gloriam. 
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P"Oore, &yannroi you, Kabds 
TÓvTOTE Uirnkovoate, uh as iv 
Tí tTapouvcig pou  uóvov, dAA& 


viv 
cig 


TOÀAQ põ&Aov èv TH &mov- 
Hou, perà ọpóßou Kal Tpóuou 
Thv auræv  cornpíav  karepyóte- 
oe Bé 0c yáp otv 6 ivep- 
y&v èv piv koi Tò OAc Kal TÒ 
évepyeiv Urttp Tfj; eóboklog. — "máv- 
Ta moite xæpis yoyyucuóov kai 
Siadoyiopav, Siva yévnode &yuep- 
Tol Kal &képaioi, Tékva B00 àp- 
unta iv péow yeveds oKOAIGs xai 
Sieotpapyévns, t&v ols qaívecOs dos 
QocTijpss èv kóouo, Adyov Zatis 


13 up B-E: nuv A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


2 Proinde dilecti mei, quemadmo- 
dum semper obedistis, non tanquam 
in praesentia mea solum, sed nunc 
multo magis in absentia mea, cum 
timore ac tremore vestram ipsorum 
salutem operemini: nam deus est 
is qui agit in vobis, et vt velitis et 
vt efficiatis pro bono animi propo- 
sito. "Omnia facite sine murmura- 
tionibus ac disceptationibus, tales 
vt nemo de vobis queri possit syn- 
cerique, filii dei irreprehensibiles in 
medio nationis prauae ac tortuosae, 
inter quos lucete tanquam lumina- 
ria in mundo,  '"ésermonem vitae 


12 ac B-E:etA | 14 ac B-E: etA | 15 queri A D E: quaeri BC | lucete B-E: apparetis A | 


16 sermonem B-E: verbum 4 


12 Proinde "Qote (“Itaque” Vg.). See on Act. 
11,17. Lefévre put Quare. 


12 dilecti &yorntol (“charissimi” Vg.). See 
on Act, 15,25. Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same change (cf. Ambrosiaster, dilectissimi). 


12 quemadmodum «atc (“sicut” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,13. Lefèvre had vt. 


12 tanquam ws (omitted in Vg. 1527; “vt” 
Vg. mss). The 1527 Vulgate column follows 
the Froben editions of 1491 and 1514. See on 
1 Cor. 5,3. Manetti and Lefévre (both columns) 
had vt, as in the earlier Vulgate. 


12 mea (1st) uou (“mei” Vg.) This change 
produces consistency with absentia mea later in 
the sentence. The same substitution was made 
by Lefèvre, but Manetti's version omitted this 
word. 


12 solum ydvov (“tantum” Vg.). See on Rom. 
4,16. Manetti and Lefévre both made this 
change. 


12 nunc multo magis vUv wWoAA® uõ&Mov 
(“multo magis nunc” Vg.). The Vulgate word- 
order corresponds with troAA@ u&AAov viv in 
codd. D F G. Both Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same correction as Erasmus. 


12 timore oófou ("metu" Vg). See on 1 Cor. 
16,10. Erasmus’ rendering is the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


12 ac kaí (“et” 1516 = Vg). See on Joh. 1,25. 
The same substitution was made by Manetti 
and Lefévre. 


12 vestram ipsorum thy tautõv (vestram" 
Vg.). Erasmus conveys the sense of the reflexive 
pronoun. See Annot. He has the same wording 
as Ambrosiaster. 

12 operemini xatepyáğeoðe ('operamini" Vg.). 
For Erasmus' preference for the subjunctive, 
see on lob. 6,27. 

13 nam deus est & Bòs yap tot (“deus est 
enim" Vg.). See on Job. 3,34. Lefèvre also made 
this change. 


13 is qui ó ("qui^ Vg.). As elsewhere, Erasmus 
provides an antecedent for qui. 


13 agit tvepydv (“operatur” Vg.). Erasmus 
wishes to distinguish &vepyéco from kaTepyd- 
onar, which was rendered by operor in vs. 12. 
See on Rom. 7,5, and Annot. 


13 vobis óyiv. In 1516, Erasmus’ Greek text 
followed cod. 2815 in putting fjuiv, in company 
with a few other late mss., conflicting with his 
adjacent Latin translation. See Annot. 


EPISTOLA AD PHILIPPENSES  2,12-16 


13 vt velitis et vt efficiatis TO BEA Kal TO 
tvepyeiv ("velle et perficere" Vg.). The 1527 
Vulgate column and also the 1491 and 1514 
Froben Vulgates incorrectly have proficere for 
perficere (through confusion between the abbre- 
viations for per- and pro-). Erasmus avoids the 
infinitive. For his use of efficio, see on Rom. 7,5. 
However, he was content that there should 
remain an inconsistency, or variety of style, in 


the rendering of évepyéw in this sentence, as 
he translates this verb by both ago and efficio. 
Valla Annot. had commented on the inconsis- 
tency in the Vulgate use of operor and perficto. 
Erasmus, in Annot., accepted Valla's objection 
that the reader might misunderstand perficere to 
mean "carry through to the end" rather than 
simply “perform”. This point is also made in 
the Loca Obscura. Manetti put velle atque operari 
(cf. Ambrosiaster, velle et operari), and Lefévre 
voluntatem et operationem. 


13 bono animi proposito 1Tjs eùðokias ("bona 
voluntate" Vg.). See on Eph. 1,5. The addition 
of animi could lead the reader to suppose that 
the phrase refers to a disposition of the human 
mind rather than the will of God. In 1522 
Annot., Erasmus concedes that the latter sense 
is possible. 


14 Omnia mávta (“Omnia autem" Vg.). The 
Vulgate addition of autem has little support 
from Greek mss. The correction made by Eras- 
mus agrees with the rendering of Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


14 murmurationibus yoyyuouav. In Annot., 
Erasmus cites an alternative reading, ópyfis, 
which is found in a few late mss.: cf. ópyris 
yoyyvcuóv in cod. 1. The use of ópyf|s possi- 
bly arose from harmonisation with 1 Tim. 2,8. 


14 ac xai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Iob. 1,25. 


14 disceptationibus Biadoy o uóov (“haesitationi- 
bus" Vg.). This substitution was in accordance 
with the Vulgate rendering of 1 Tim. 2,8. See 
on Act. 15,7, and Annot. The same change was 
made by Lefèvre. 


15 tales vt iva (“vt” Vg.). The insertion of tales 
makes a stronger connection with the subject 
of facite. 


15 nemo de vobis queri possit y&vrjo0e &psurrroi 
("sitis sine querela" Vg.). For Erasmus' frequent 
avoidance of sine, see on Joh. 8,7. In using possit, 
he more accurately conveys the sense “unblame- 
able”, rather than “without blame" or “without 
complaining": see Annot. At Lc. 1,6; Phil. 3,6; 
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1 Thess. 3,13, he replaces sine querela with irrep- 
rebensibilis, an option which he declined in the 
present instance, as he wanted to use irrepre- 
bensibilis for &ucouryros later in the sentence. 
Cf. also the substitution of inculpate for sine 
querela in rendering &uéyrrroos at 1 Thess. 2,10. 
In Annot. on that passage, he suggested putting 
ita vt nemo de nobis queri potuerit. In translating 
Gpéptrtes at 1 Thess. 5,23, he further replaces 


sine querela with ita vt in nullo possitis culpart. 
At the present passage, Ambrosiaster and Lefévre 
had sitis irrepr(a)ebensibiles, and Manetti efficiamini 
sine querela. 

15 syncerique «cd &x£paioi (“et simplices” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 16,19, and Annot., for syncerus, and 
on Job. 1,39 for -que. Manetti put ac simplices. 


15 irreprebensibiles &pcoyiyva (“sine reprehensi- 
one" Vg). For the removal of sine, see on Job. 
8,7, and Annot. See further on G&ueptrtol, earlier 
in the present verse, and also on the use of 
trreprebensibilis at Eph. 1,4. This substitution was 
anticipated by Manetti, while Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre had immaculati (as also used by the 
Vulgate at 2 Petr. 3,14). 


15 ac Kai (“atque” Vg. 1527; “et” Vg. mss.). The 
1527 Vulgate column follows the Froben edition 
of 1514. See on Joh. 1,25. Manetti made the 
same change. 


15 tortuosae Bicotpappévns (“peruersae” Vg.). 
In Annot. on the present passage, Erasmus gives 
distortae (“deformed” or “warped”) as an alter- 
native rendering, and in the same way, he 
replaces peruersa with distorta at Mt. 17,17. 
However, in translating the same Greek word 
at Le. 9,41 and Act. 20,30, he retains peruersa. 
Compared with distortus, the word tortuosus 
(“twisting” or “winding”) does not so strongly 
convey the required pejorative sense. 


15 lucte paiveode (“lucetis” Vg.; "apparetis" 
1516). Another substitution of appareo for luceo 
occurs at 2 Petr. 1,19. Elsewhere Erasmus often 
follows the Vulgate in rendering paiveo by /uceo 
or appareo, according to context. His adoption 
of the imperative, /ucete, as mentioned in 1519 
Annot., corresponds with the rendering offered 
by Cyprian Epist. 13 (CSEL 3, ii, p. 506). The 
use of apparetis in the 1516 edition was antici- 
pated by Manetti. 


15 tanquam cos (“sicut” Vg). See on Rom. 
13,13. Lefévre had vt. 


16 sermonem Aóyov ("verbum" 1516 = Vg). 
See on Joh. 1,1. Lefèvre made the same change. 


566 


Eméxovres, eis Kavynua ¿poi eis 
fjuépav XpicToU, Sti otK eis kevóv 
Ébpouov, oùðè eis kevóv éxormíaca. 
VAAN ei xol omévõopa emi TH 
Bucia Kal Aertoupyia Tis mioTews 
tyudv, yalpo Kai cuyyaípo tao 


Opiv. Brg 8 attTd Kal pels 
xaipete Kal ovuyyaipeTé ol. 

EATIZo 58 iv kupi% ‘Inco, 
Tipd0eov = tayéws = Treo Úpy, 
iva  k&yco = eUUyd,  yvoùs TK 
mepi = Updv. ?oj5tva yàp Ew 
icóyuxov, dotis yvnoinws Ta 
Tepl = Uudv — pepiuvfica. 21 oj 
T&vre; yop Ta itavrOv Cntov- 
civ, oU Tà ToU Xpiotov ‘Inco. 
18 8E DE: 5 AC 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


sustinentes, vt gloriari possim in diem 
Christi, quod non in vanum cucur- 
rerim, nec in vanum laborauerim. 
17 Quin etiam si immolor super hostia 
sacrificioque fidei vestrae, gaudeo et 
congaudeo omnibus vobis. “Ob id 
ipsum autem et vos gaudetis, et con- 
gaudetis mihi. 

PSpero autem in domino Iesu, me 
Timotheum breui missurum vobis 
vt et ego laeto sim animo, cogni- 
to statu vestro. "Neminem enim 
habeo pari mecum animo praeditum, 
qui germane res vestras curaturus 
sit. ? Nam omnes quae sua ipsorum 
sunt, quaerunt, non quae Christi Iesu. 


17 hostia sacrificioque B-E: immolatione, et sacrificio | 18 Ob id ipsum B-E (Ob idipsum EJ 


Idem A | 
qnaerunt 4 


16 sustinentes Err£yovtes. ( continentes" Vg). 
Erasmus interpreted this Greek verb in the 
sense of “holding aloft”, because of the previ- 
ous reference to qcocrfpes: see Annot. The ren- 
dering of Lefévre, retinentes, or "keeping hold 
of", was more consistent with the meaning of 
Eréxoo at other N.T. passages. 

16 vt gloriari possim sig Kasynua èpoi (“ad 
gloriam meam" Vg.). In 1516 Annot., Erasmus 
cited the noun as both kavynua and 8ó£av. 
The latter variant, however, has the appearance 
of being a back-translation into Greek from 
gloriam. By using glorior ("boast"), he hoped to 
prevent the misunderstanding that the Philip- 
pians' actions would be for the apostle's own 
“glory”. The version of Lefévre, for a similar 
reason, put ad gloriationem meam. 


16 in diem els 'juépav (“in die” Vg.). Erasmus 
is more accurate here, in rendering the Greek 
accusative. See Annot. His translation is the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster. 


16 quod ... cucurrerim ... laborauerim 811 ... 
éSpayov ... &xomíaca (“quia ... cucurri ... 
laboraui” Vg.). Erasmus understands this clause 
as giving the.content of the apostle’s “boasting”, 


19 laeto B-E: bono A | 20 vestras A B D E: vestram C | 21 quaerunt B-E: 


whereas the Vulgate rendering permits the words 
to be taken in a causal sense. See Annot. The 
version of Manetti replaced /aboraui by elaboraui. 


16 in vanum (twice) cis xevóv (“in vacuum” 
Vg.). See on Gal. 2,2. Lefèvre made the same 
change, while Manetti put ix vacuum ... inaniter. 


16 nec o5E ("neque" Vg.). See on Rom. 2,28. 
Erasmus uses the same word as Ambrosiaster. 


17 Quin etiam si &AW & Kai (“Sed et si” Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 7,21. 

17 immolor omévõopaı (“aemulor” late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate represents a scribal alteration 


of the original spelling. Lefévre made the same 
change as Erasmus, while Manetti had imolor. 


17 super èni (“supra” Vg.). See on Job. 3,31, 
and Arnot. where Erasmus mentions that the 
Vulgate word was sometimes misunderstood as 
the equivalent of vltra. He lists the passage 
among the Loca Obscura. His rendering is the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster. Lefévre substituted 
in. 

17 hostia sacrificioque 1f, 8ucig Kai Aeitoupyia 
("sacrificium et obsequium" Vg.; “immolatione, 
et sacrificio" 1516). See on 1 Cor. 10,18, and 


EPISTOLA AD PHILIPPENSES 2,16-21 


Annot., for hostia. Erasmus’ substitution of 
sacrificium for obsequium here is inconsistent 
with his preference for officium in rendering 
Aerroupyia at vs. 30, below: see further on 
2 Cor. 9,12. For his use of -que, see on Job. 1,39. 
Lefèvre put sacrificio et obsequio. 


17 congaudeo ovyyaipw ("congratulor" Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs in vs. 18: see 
Annot., and see also on 1 Cor. 12,26. Erasmus 
seems to have felt that congratulor did not 
adequately convey the sense of "join together 
in rejoicing”. 

18 Ob id ipsum autem tò BE aùtó (“Id ipsum 
autem” Vg.; "Idem autem” 1516). Most mss., 
including all those at Basle, have Tò 8 aùtó, 
as adopted in 1516-22. The substitution of 8é 
for 8’ is found e.g. in  N% B. Here Erasmus 
avoids using a direct object with gaudeo, though 
such a construction sometimes occurs in classical 
authors. Manetti put id autem ipsum, and Lefèvre 
Itidem autem. 

18 gaudetis, et congaudetis yaipete kal ovyyai- 
pete ("gaudete et congratulamini" Vg.). The 
Greek can be interpreted as either imperative 
or indicative. Erasmus prefers the latter: see 
Annot. For congaudeo, see on vs. 17. 


19 me Timotheum breui missurum TipdSeov Tayt- 
cos Tréuuyon ("Timotheum me cito mittere" late 
Vg.). For Erasmus’ use of the future participle 
after spero, see on 1 Cor. 16,7. For breui, see on 
Rom. 16,20. His use of breui missurum closely 
resembled the version of Lefévre, who had the 
word-order me breui missurum ad vos Timotheum. 
Ambrosiaster had Timotheum in breui mittere me 
ad vos, and Manetti quod Timotheum cito mittam 
ad vos. 


19 vobis óyiv (“ad vos” Vg.). Erasmus is more 
literal at this point, in deleting the preposition. 
For the word-order of Lefévre, see the previous 
note. 


19 laeto sim animo sUwuyxcó ("bono animo 
sim" Vg.; "bono sim animo" 1516). In Arnot., 
Erasmus comments that bono animo sum is 
better suited to 9appéo: see further on 2 Cor. 
5,6. Lefévre had exactly the same wording as 
Erasmus' 1516 edition. 


19 cognito statu vestro yvous Tà Trepi Updv 
("cognitis quae circa vos sunt" Vg.). See on 
Eph. 6,22. In Annot., Erasmus also suggests vbi 
cognouero de rebus vestris. in 1516 Annot., he 
incorrectly inserted 8€ after yvous in his cita- 
tion of the text. Manetti put cum cognouero ea 
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que (= quae) circa vos sunt, and Lefèvre certior 
factus eorum quae circa vos geruntur (cf. Ambro- 
siaster, certior de vobis factus). 


20 pari mecum animo praeditum iodyuyov (“tam 
vnanimem" Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus plausibly 
suggests that tam was added by the Vulgate to 
soften Paul’s apparent criticism of everyone 
else apart from Timothy. This passage is placed 
among the Quae Sint Addita. For another Vulgate 
addition of tam, see on 2 Cor. 2,16. Erasmus 
adds mecum, to provide an answer to the implied 
question, “equal to whom?”. Manetti had aequalis 
animi, and Lefévre aequiore animo. 


20 germane y vnoícos ("sincera affectione" Vg.). 
Erasmus wishes to render the Greek adverb 
compatibly with yvrjoios, which is translated 
by germanus at Phil. 4,3; 1 Tim. 1,2; Tit. 1,4. 
In Annot., he cites germane from Augustine 
Epist. 78 (CSEL 34, p. 344; formerly this was 
Epist. 137). However, he uses synceritatem to 
translate TO yvńoiov at 2 Cor. 8,8: see ad loc. 
Manetti anticipated this change, while Lefévre 
put ingenue (a rendering which Erasmus, in 
Annot., seems to attribute mistakenly to the 
Vulgate). 

20 res vestras à Trepi Uudv ("pro vobis" Vg.). 
See again on Epb. 6,22, and Annot. The render- 
ing of Manetti was de vobis (placed after curet). 
Lefévre put ea quae circa vos sunt (cf. Ambro- 
siaster, circa vos). 


20 curaturus sit pepipvijoei ("sollicitus sit" Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 7,32. In Annot., Erasmus proposes 
curabit. His adoption of curaturus sit in his con- 
tinuous text follows the version of Lefévre. The 
rendering of Manetti was curet (see the previous 
note for his word-order). 


21 Nam omnes oi wavtes yap ("Omnes enim" 
Vg.). See on Joh. 3,34. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre 
had the same wording as Erasmus. 


21 quae sua ipsorum sunt Tà tauTÕv ("quae sua 
sunt" late Vg.). Erasmus renders the reflexive 
pronoun more emphatically. Lefévre put quae 
sua sint. 


21 Christi lesu to Xpiotot "IncoU ("Iesu 
Christi” late Vg. and some Vg. mss., with Vg”). 
Erasmus' Latin word-order is also seen in many 
Vulgate mss. (with Vg“). The late Vulgate cor- 
responds with 'Incoü Xpiotol, as in PY N A 
C D F G and a few other mss, including 
cod. 2816. The text of codd. 1, 2105, 2817 and 
most other mss., commencing with cod. B, has 
XpicToU 'IncoU, omitting ToU, and this was 
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Z-4hv 8 Sony gaùt — ywo- 
oxete, OT1 Os Tratpi TéKvov ùv 
moi é&5oUAsucev els tò | evayyé- 
Alov. B-rottov ptv oŭv ŁAmičw 
Trepyan, dg äv åmiðw Tà mepi 


éué èfaurñs. 7 mémoiða Bb dv Ku- 
pic, 6t1 Kal aUTós Taxéos Acv- 
copa. — &vyaykoiov 8E fyncáunv, 
"EraopóBrrov tov &&eApdv Kai cuv- 
epyov Kal ovotpatiatny pov, Üpóv 
St d&mréctoAov, Kal Aerroupyóv Tis 
Xpeias pou, méuyai mpds wpas. 
%erreiSt émimobdv fjv wavtas óp&s, 
xai  å&Snuovæv,  Biónr — fjkoUcare 


671 obévnos. Kal yap fjo8Évnoe 


25 nynoapny 4-C: nyicauny D E 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


? Porro probationem eius nostis, quod 
vt filius mecum veluti cum patre ser- 
ulerit in euangelium. | ? Hunc igitur 
spero me missurum, mox vbi videro 
mea negocia. ™Confido autem in 
domino, quod et ipse breui venturus 
sim. ? Sed operae pretium arbitratus 
sum, Epaphroditum fratrem et colle- 
gam et commilitonem meum, vestrum 
autem apostolum, quique mihi sub- 
ministrat in necessitate mea, mittere 
ad vos. *Quandoquidem desidera- 
bat omnes vos anxius animi, pro- 
pterea quod audissetis eum infirma- 
tum fuisse. 7 Et certe fuit infirmus, 


25 operae pretium B-E: opereprecium A | Epaphroditum B-E: Aphroditum 4 | collegam B-E: 
cooperarium A | quique ... mea B-E: et ministrum necessitatis meae A | 26 desiderabat C-E: 
desyderabat A B | animi B-E: om. A | eum B-E: se A 


the reading cited in Lefévre Comm. In Erasmus’ 
text, the addition of the article was derived 
from cod. 2815, supported by some other late 
mss. This variant persisted into the Textus Re- 
ceptus. Erasmus’ rendering was the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster. Lefévre's version had Christi 
Thesu. 


22 Porro probationem ti 66 Soni (“Experi- 
mentum autem" Vg.) For porro, see on lob. 
8,16, and for probatio, see on 2 Cor. 2,9. Am- 
brosiaster had Probationem autem. 


22 nostis ywcooxere (“cognoscite” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,32 for the substitution of nosco. Eras- 
mus uses the same rendering as Ambrosiaster. 
Whereas the Vulgate uses an imperative, Erasmus 
argues in Annot. that the indicative is better 
suited to the context. A similar point was made 
by Valla Annot., who preferred cognoscitis. Lefèvre 
put cognouistis in his main text, and cogzoscitis 
in Comm. 

22 quod... seruierit &mi ... &boUAsucsv ("quoniam 
... Seruiuit" Vg.). See on Job. 1,20, and cf. Annot. 
Some late Vulgate copies had quia ... seruiuit, as 


in Lefévre’s translation and Vulgate text. Ambro- 
siaster and Manetti put quod... seruiuit (though 
the first hand of Pal. Lat. 45 seems to have had 
qui in place of quod). 

22 vt filius mecum veluti cum patre ds rapi 
téxvov cUv époi ("sicut patri filius mecum" 
Vg.). Erasmus expands the translation, for the 
sake of accuracy and grammatical precision, 
though the Vulgate word-order is more literal. 
See Annot. Similarly Valla Annot. proposed 
veluti patre in place of sicut (or sicuti) patri. 
Ambrosiaster had vt filius cum patre mecum, and 
Lefévre tanquam cum patre filius, mecum. 

22 in euangelium eis Td evoryyéAiov (“in euan- 
gelio” late Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg"). 
Erasmus is more accurate here. His rendering 
is also found in some Vulgate mss. (with Vg"). 


23 me missurum éusyon. (“me mittere ad vos” 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of ad vos 
lacks Greek ms. support. See on 1 Cor. 16,7, 
and Annot., for missurum. Ambrosiaster and 
Lefévre had the same wording as Erasmus, 
while Manetti had quod mittam ad vos. 
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23 vbi ws &v ("vt^ Vg). Erasmus probably 
disliked the combination of vt (in the sense 
of "when") with the future perfect tense. For 
Gs äv, cf. Rom. 15,24; 1 Cor. 11,34. 


23 mea negocia Tx Trepi èpé (“quae circa me 
sunt" Vg). See on Eph. 6,22. Lefèvre put quae 
circa me erunt. 


24 quod ... breui venturus sim GV ... TXXEOS 


&Asvooucn ("quoniam ... veniam ad vos cito" 
Vg.). The Vulgate use of ad vos reflects the 
addition of pds úps, as in codd. Ñ* A C 
0282 and a few other mss., including cod. 2105. 
The additional phrase was perhaps an explana- 
tory scribal gloss. In omitting these two extra 
words, Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 1 and 2816, as well as 39/6 No 
B D F G and most other mss. See Annot. He 
is also more accurate as to the Latin word-order 
(though cf. &ri ... EAeUoouan rax aícos in codd. 
F G). For quod, see on Job. 1,20, and for breui, 
see on Rom. 16,20. Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefèvre put quod .. cito veniam (though the 
scribe of Pal Lat. 45 originally followed the 
Vulgate in retaining ad vos after veniam). 


25 Sed operae pretium &vayxdiov 56 ("Neces- 
sarium autem” Vg.). See on Job. 1,26 for sed. 
Usually Erasmus retains necessarius for &vocykai- 
os. The substitution of operae pretium, “worth- 
while" rather than "necessary", was less accurate. 
Possibly he wished to avoid the partial repetition 
involved in necessarium ... necessitate in this verse, 
in rendering two unrelated Greek words. For 
operae pretium, see further on 1 Cor. 16,4. 


25 arbitratus sum fyynoáunv (“existimaui” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 2,3. Erasmus has the same rendering 
as Ambrosiaster. The spelling 4yic&unv, in 
1527-35, was a misprint. 


25 Epapbroditum’Erappd6itov (Aphroditum" 
1516 Lat.). Erasmus again refers to Aphroditus 
in 1516 Annot. on vs. 30. This spelling was not 
supported by any of his Basle mss. 


25 collegam ouvepyóv (“cooperatorem” Vg.; 
"cooperarium" 1516). See on Rom. 16,21. 


25 quique mibi subministrat in necessitate mea xoà 
Aerroupyóv tis xpsías uou (“et ministrum 
necessitatis meae" 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus alters 
the construction, to produce a clearer meaning. 
For -que, see on Joh. 1,39. Manetti put et mi- 
nistrum egestatis meae, and Lefèvre et ministrum 
indigentiae meae. 


26 Quandoquidem &ne&i61] (“quoniam quidem” 
Vg.). See on Rom. 3,30. This word was absent 
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from cod. 2815, contrary to the testimony of 
most other mss. The version of Manetti put 
quoniam, and Lefèvre quoniam certe. 


26 desiderabat omnes vos trrrmo8dv Tiv Trávras 
Uu&s ("omnes vos desiderabat" Vg.). The Vulgate 
word-order lacks explicit Greek ms. support. 
Codd. 2105, 2815, 2816 added iSeiv after ous, 
as in %* AC D I4 and many other mss. The 
Greek text adopted by Erasmus follows cod. 
2817, supported by cod. 1, and also N°" F G 
and most other mss. His rendering is the same 
as that of Ambrosiaster (1492). Lefévre put 
desyderio omnium vestrum afficiebatur. 


26 anxius animi «oi &6npuovov (“et moestus 
erat” Vg; "anxius" 1516 Lat.). Elsewhere Eras- 
mus renders à6nuovéo by affici .. moestitu- 
dine at Mt. 26,37 (1519), and by angi at Mc. 
14,33. In Annot. on the present passage, he 
observes that the Greek verb means to become 
exhausted or faint through sorrow. However, 
in omitting the conjunction and converting 
the participle into an adjective, he is less 
precise. Manetti had ac mestus erat, and Lefèvre 
et moleste ferebat. 


26 audissetis ixovoate (“audieratis” Vg.). For 
this causal statement, which was subordinate 
to another causal clause, Erasmus naturally 
considered the use of the subjunctive to be 
more appropriate. Manetti put audistis. 


26 eum infirmatum fuisse 611 ho8évnoe ("illum 
infirmatum" Vg.; "se infirmatum fuisse" 1516). 
The Vulgate rendering appears closer to avtév 
fio8evnkévor in codd. D* F G, though it is 
probably only a matter of translation. By adding 
fuisse, Erasmus makes clear that the illness was 
in the past. His rendering resembles that of 
Ambrosiaster, illum infirmatum fuisse. Manetti 
put quod egrotauit, and Lefèvre eum aduersa 
valitudine laborasse. 


27 Et certe «cà yap (“Nam et” Vg.). Erasmus 
elsewhere uses eerte to render var at five passages. 
Here he uses it to convey a strong note of affir- 
mation, that what the Philippians had heard 
was indeed true. More often he renders xai 
yap by nam et or etenim: see on Rom. 3,7; 
2 Cor. 5,4. Ambrosiaster and Manetti put etenim, 
and Lefèvre enimuero. 


27 fuit infirmus ġoðévnoe (“infirmatus est" 
Vg.). This change was for the sake of variety, 
to avoid repetition of infirmatus from vs. 26. 
Manetti put egrotauit, and Lefèvre laborauit 
(placed after mortem). 
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TrapamrAnoioy 9aváro, GAA’ 6 Beds 
avtov fAénoev, otK attov Bé 
uóvov, GAA koi &pé, iva uf] AUTH 
Emi Aum ox. — PorovbaioTépos 
oŭv tregua aùróv, iva iSdvtes 
outév, TrÓáAw  xapfjre, Kaya &Av- 
TÓTEpos ©. ®mpoodstxecbe — oóv 
aùrtòv èv kupio petà Tóons XA- 


pas, Kai Tous ToiovTous Évrípous 
tyete, ST: Sik TO Epyov Tov 
Xpiotou  u£xypi Savatou — fjyyios, 
TrapaBouAevoduevos Ti) Wuyi, iva 
TÀnpocng TO ÜOpóv UVotépnua Tis 
Tpós pe Aeltoupyias. 


28 videretis E; videritis A-D 


27 ita vt esset vicinus morti TapaTrAioiov 9avá- 
tw ("vsque ad mortem" Vg.). Erasmus conveys 
the sense more accurately. The phrase vsque ad 
mortem is more appropriate for rendering Es 
Gavérrou (as at Mt. 26,38; Me. 14,34), or &ypi 
Gav&rou (as at Act. 22,4; Ap. Iob. 2,10; 12,11), 
or u£xpi Gavárovu (as at Phil. 2,8). See Annot., 
and see further on vs. 30, below. Ambrosiaster 
and Manetti had prope mortem. Valla Annot. 
suggested proxime mortem or prope ad mortem, 
and Lefévre proxime ad mortem. 


27 illius: at non illius tantum aÙtòv ... ovK 
aUTóv &è póvov (“eius. Non solum autem 
eius" Vg.). The substitution of ¿fius provides a 
stronger contrast with mei. For at, see on Job. 
1,26, and for tantum, see on Rom. 4,16. Erasmus 
is more literal as to the word-order. Ambrosiaster 
had ilius: non solum autem eius, and Lefèvre eius: 
et non modo etus. 


27 sed &AAG ("verum" Vg.). Cf. on Rom. 4,2. 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre used the 


same word as Erasmus. 


27 ne dolorem haberem super dolorem iva yi 
Avr él Aum cys (“ne tristitiam super 
tristitiam haberem" Vg.). For dolor, see on Iob. 
16,6. The Vulgate word-order is more literal. 
Lefèvre had vt tristitiam super tristitiam non 
sustinerem. The reading AUtrn was derived from 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with cod. 2105 
and some other late mss. However, cod. 1 and 
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ita vt esset vicinus morti, sed deus 
misertus est illius: at non illius tan- 
tum, sed et mei, ne dolorem haberem 
super dolorem. Studiosius itaque 
misi illum, vt quum videretis illum, 
denuo gaudeatis, et ego magis vacem 
dolore. ™Excipite igitur illum in 
domino cum omni gaudio, et qui 
huiusmodi sunt eos in precio habete: 
*quoniam propter opus Christi eo 
accessit, vt morti proximus fuerit, non 
habita ratione vitae, vt suppleret id 
quod in vestro erga me officio fuit 
diminutum. 


most other mss., commencing with N A B C 
D F G, have Awtrny twice. 


28 Studiosius oTrouSci0tépws ("Festinantius" 
Vg.). Cod. 2815 added trpds Ups after otrou- 
Saiotépws, with little other ms. support. In 
rendering otrouSaidtepov at 2 Tim. 1,17, stu- 
diosius is substituted for sollicite. Similarly, in 
rendering oTroubaíos at Le. 7,4 (1519); Tit. 
3,13, sollicite is replaced by studiose. Cf. also on 
1 Thess. 2,17 for the replacement of festino by 
studeo in rendering otrovSdZoo. In 1519 Annot. 
on the present passage, Erasmus concedes that 
féstinantius is an acceptable translation (“mihi 
... non displicet"). Lefèvre put Diligentius. 


28 itaque oŭv (“ergo” Vg.). See on Rom. 13,10. 
Erasmus uses the same rendering as Ambrosi- 
aster. Lefévre had igitur. 

28 quum videretis illum \Bévtes aÙtóv ("viso 
illo" Vg. 1527; "viso eo" Vg. mss.; "cum videri- 
tis illum" 1516-27). The 1527 Vulgate column 
agrees with the Froben editions of 1491 and 
1514. The substitution of the imperfect sub- 
junctive in 1535 was probably a printer's error, 
as it produces an unsatisfactory sequence of 
tenses. In using the active rather than the 
passive, Erasmus' version is more literal. His 
1516-27 rendering resembled that of Ambro- 
siaster, cum illum videritis. Lefèvre put videntes 
eum. Manetti had viso eo, as in the earlier 
Vulgate. 
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28 denuo wékAw (“iterum” Vg.). See on Rom. 
11,23. Lefévre had rursus. 


28 magis vacem dolore &Xumórtpos & (“sine 
tristitia sim" Vg.). Erasmus renders the compa- 
rative adjective more accurately: see Annot. For 
his avoidance of size, see on Iob. 8,7, and for 
dolor, see on Iob. 16,6. Lefévre put minus sim 
tristis. 

29 igitur obv (“itaque” Vg.). See on Rom. 12,1. 
Having substituted itaque for ergo in vs. 28, 
Erasmus now wanted to vary the vocabulary. 
Lefévre made the same change, while Ambro- 
siaster and Manetti put ergo. 


29 in domino cum omni gaudio Ev kupico uer& 
T&ons xapãs (“cum omni gaudio in domi- 
no" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order lacks support 
from Greek mss. The versions of Ambrosiaster 
and Manetti had the same wording as Erasmus. 
Lefévre put in domino, omni cum gaudio. 


29 qui buiusmodi sunt eos Tous ToYoU Tous (“eius- 
modi" Vg.). Erasmus expands the translation, 
for clarity: see on Rom. 16,18; 1 Cor. 16,18. As 
pointed out in Valla Annot., without this ex- 
pansion, buiusmodi (or eiusmodi) could be mis- 
understood as referring solely to Epaphroditus, 
whereas the Greek is plural. Lefévre made a 
similar change, having eos qui huiusmodi sunt. 
Ambrosiaster had just huiusmodi, and Manetti 
tales. 


29 in precio tvtipous (“cum honore" Vg.). See 
on Act. 5,34, and Annot. The version of Manetti 
put Ponoratos, and Lefèvre honorabiles. 


29 habete čyete ("habetote" Vg.). See on Job. 
12,27 for Erasmus' treatment of these different 
forms of the imperative. See also Annot. His 
rendering agrees with that of Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre (though the first hand of 
Manetti's Pal. Lat. 45 appears to have followed 
the Vulgate). 


30 eo accessit, vt morti proximus fuerit p&xpi 
9avé&rovu fiy y1os ("vsque ad mortem accessit" 
Vg.). Erasmus wished to convey the sense less 
ambiguously, that Epaphroditus came close to 
dying without actually reaching the point of 
death. Cf. on vs. 27. Valla Annot. proposed 
proxime ad mortem accessit. Manetti put vsque ad 
mortem appropinquauit, and Lefèvre ad mortem 
Usque appropinquauit. 

30 non babita ratione vitae rapapouAsucáyue- 
vos Ti wuxfj ("tradens animam suam" Vg.). 
Conceivably the Vulgate may reflect an attempt 
to render the participle of a slightly different 
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Greek verb, trapaPoAcuodpevos, attested by 
PN A B D F G and a few other mss. 
However, tradens again gives the incorrect im- 
pression that Epaphroditus gave up his life. 
Cf. Annot. Here Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 2816, with 
cod. C and most later mss. The rendering pro- 
posed by Manetti was consulens in anima, while 
Lefèvre had Ex deliberatione positurus est animam 
(but omitting est in Comm.). 

30 suppleret TANpwon (“impleret” Vg.). Eras- 
mus’ choice of Latin verb is more appropriate 
in the context, referring to the supply of some- 
thing which was lacking. A similar substitution 
of suppleo occurs at Phil. 4,19 (1519), comparable 
with Vulgate usage in rendering àvomrAnpóo 
at 1 Cor. 16,17 and vrpocavamanpóo at 2 Cor. 
9,12; 11,9. At Col. 1,24, rendering &vtavaTrAn- 
pów, suppleo replaces adimpleo. In a similar con- 
text of remedying a deficiency, suppleo replaces 
compleo in rendering xataptife at 1 Thess. 
3,10. In preparing his Annot., Erasmus at first 
followed (or thought he was following) a Greek 
text which had rAnpoenrre. The reading TAN- 
pocq, which he cites as being in "nonnulli 
codices", was found in his codd. 2105 and 
2817, together with cod. B and many later mss. 
In codd. 1, 2815, 2816 and most other mss., 
commencing with P“ A C D F G, it is &va- 
TAnp@on, and this is the reading for which 
Erasmus expresses preference in 1535 Arnot. 
His Latin translation has the same wording as 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre Comm., while 
Lefévre's continuous text put suppleat. 

30 id quod in vestro erga me officio fuit diminutum 
TÒ Wav ÜoTépnua tis Trpós pe Aerroupyías 
(“id quod ex vobis deerat erga meum obsequi- 
um" Vg.). The Vulgate use of meum seems to 
be a mistranslation of pe. Erasmus suggests in 
Annot. that the original Vulgate translator could 
have written me, later altered to meum through 
the influence of the following word, obsequium. 
If such an alteration occurred, however, it was 
more likely to have happened within the under- 
lying Old Latin tradition, which already exhibi- 
ted meum. Erasmus retains desum in rendering 
Uotépnua at 1 Cor. 16,17; 2 Cor. 9,12; Col. 1,24; 
1 Thess. 3,10. For his removal of obsequium, see 
on vs. 17, above. Manetti put defectum vestrum 
erga meum obsequium. Lefèvre had quod vobis 
deest officii mei in his main text, but erga me id 
quod deerat officii vestri in Comm. The use of 
officium, instead of obsequium, was also to be 
seen in Ambrosiaster. 
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Tò Aouróv, å&ðsApoí pou, xaipere 

év Kupío. Ta atT& ypagev uiv, 
&gol èv otK ókvnpóv, Uuiv Bà Td 
dopants. ?pAémere TOUS Küvos, BAE 
Tete TOUS KaKkoUs épydras, pAémETE 
Thy Katatopty. fues yap spev fj 
Tepito), of mvevpati Oe AaTpEV- 
OvrEs, Kal kauycuevoi àv Xpiotd 
"mood, Kai oùk èv capki rrermo106- 
tes, ‘kaitrep yo Éyov memoíünoiv 
Kai èv oapki. ef tig Sok GAAos 
tretroifévar èv gapki, Eye  u&AAov, 
Sqreprtopt) | òkrańmepos, èk yévous 
lopañ, quAfjs Bevianiv, “EBpaios && 
"EBpaícv,  xa«r& vópov Dapicaios, 
Skat& GfjAov Biokov Thy éxkAnalay, 
Karáà Sikaioovvny tiv v vóu, ye 
vóuevos é&peurTos. 7AN? &tivéd poi 
fiv KépSn, tatta fynua bie Tov 
Xpiotov Cnufav. ®&AA& piv ov koi 


3,2 Cauete ... cauete ... cauete B-E: Videte ... 


habere B-E: habuisse A | habeo B-E: habui 4 


3,1 Quod superest Td Aortrév (“De caetero" Vg). 
See on 1 Cor. 4,2, and Annot. The rendering 
of Lefévre was Quod reliquum est (cf. Ambrosi- 
aster, who had just Reliquum). 


1 fratres &5eAqoi pou ("fratres mei" Vg.). Eras- 
mus' omission of mei is inaccurate, but happens 
to coincide with the omission of pou in 38^. 


1 scribere vobis ypáqeiw Upiv ("vobis scribere" 
Vg.) Erasmus is more literal as to the word- 
order, adopting the same rendering as Ambro- 
siaster. 

1 me... baud piget tuoi ... ouk ókvnpóv (“mihi 
~. non pigrum" Vg.). This substitution produces 
a more natural Latin turn of phrase: see Annot. 


l tutum est TÒ &oqaarés ("necessarium" Vg.). In 
using tutum ("safe"), Erasmus is more accurate: 
see Annot. He further adds a verb, for clarity. 
The rendering of Manetti had securum, and 
Lefévre securum est. 


2 Cauete BAétrete (“Videte” 1516 = Vg). Eras- 
mus’ rendering (“beware” rather than "see" 
is less literal, but makes better sense in this 
context: see Annot. A similar change occurs 
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Quod superest fratres, gaudete 

in domino. Eadem scribere vo- 
bis, me quidem haud piget, vobis 
autem tutum est.  ?Cauete canes, 
cauete malos operarios, cauete con- 
cisionem. Nos enim sumus cir- 
cuncisio, qui spiritu deum colimus, 
et gloriamur in Christo lesu, et 
non confidimus in carne,  *quan- 
quam ego confidam etiam in carne. 
Si quisquam alius videtur fiduciam 
habere in carne, ego magis habeo, 
5circuncisus | octauo die, Israel ex 
genere, tribus Beniamin, Hebraeus 
ex Hebraeis, iuxta legem Pharisaeus, 
Siuxta studium persequens ecclesiam, 
iuxta iustitiam quae est in lege, fa- 
ctus irreprehensibilis. ^Sed quae mihi 
erant lucra, ea arbitratus sum propter 
Christum damnum esse. *Quin etiam 


videte ... videte A | 
| 5 Israel B-E: Israhel A 


4 etiam B-E: et A | 


at Mc. 13,9, 23 (1519), 33, in accordance with 
Vulgate usage at Mc. 8,15; 12,38. More frequently 
Erasmus retains videte for BA&rreve. Lefèvre put 
aduertite. 

2 cauete (twice) BAémere ("videte" 1516 = Vg). 
See the previous note. 

3 spiritu deum colimus tveuuorti Oe AortpEv- 
ovtes ("spiritu seruimus deo" late Vg.). See on 
Act. 7,42, and Annot., for colo. Erasmus’ adop- 
tion of 6e@ seems to have been influenced by 
the interpretation TrveupaiKÓs TG) Bed Aa- 
TptUovtes in cod. 2817*"^, The use of Ged 
is also supported by codd. N °°" D* and some 
later mss. However, the reading of codd. 1, 3, 
2105, 2815, 2816, 2817 (text) and most other 
mss., commencing with N* A B C Der F G, 
is Trveupari 0:00. AacrpevovTes. In 33 6, Oeo 
was omitted. The citation of this passage in 
1516 Annot. offered vrveipocri 0800 Aorrpevopev, 
and 1519 Annot. further attributed 0s Aa- 
Tpevouev to "nonnullis", Erasmus’ sources for 
these last two readings are unknown. Whether 
or not Aatpevouev is discovered to possess any 
ms. support, this verb has the appearance of 
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being the result of retranslation from the Latin, 
exactly reproducing the first-person plural in- 
dicative of seruimus. The earlier Vulgate and 
Ambrosiaster had spiritu deo seruimus, Manetti 
spiritu dei deseruimus, and Lefèvre spiriti, dei 
cultum habemus. 


3 confidimus in carne tv capxi Tremoitóres (“in 
carne fiduciam habentes” Vg.). Erasmus is less 
literal as to the word-order, but achieves greater 
consistency with the earlier part of the sentence 
by converting the participle into an indicative. 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre put in carne fiduciam 
babemus, and Manetti in carne confidimus. 


4 ego... etiam in carne tyo ... kai tv capi (“et 
ego ... in carne” late Vg.; “ego ... et in carne” 
1516 = Vg. mss.) The late Vulgate transposi- 
tion of et has little Greek ms. support, though 
kai is completely omitted in codd. D* F G 
and a few later mss. See Annot. For the use of 
etiam, see also on Job. 6,36. Erasmus’ 1516 
rendering agreed with the earlier Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster and Manetti (though the first hand 
of Pal Lat. 45 omitted et in). Lefèvre put et ego 
in carne (placed before fiduciam: see the next 
note). 


4 confidam Exc menoiðnoiw ("habeam confi- 
dentiam" Vg.). In making this change, Erasmus 
obscures the distinction between Treí0co, used 
in the previous and following clauses, and &yco 
TreTroíOnoiv. Lefèvre put fiduciam babere posse 
videor (placed after in carne). 


4 quisquam Tis (“quis” Vg.). See on Ioh. 2,25. 


4 fiduciam babere vemoüévon ("confidere" Vg.; 
"fiduciam habuisse" 1516). Erasmus' substitu- 
tion of fiduciam babeo would have been more 
appropriate for rrerroí8notv &yco than for tel- 
8w: see above. In 1519, he decided that the 
Vulgate use of the present tense offered a satis- 
factory rendering of the Greek perfect infinitive, 
and hence changed habuisse to babere: see Annot. 
The version of Lefévre had confidere posse. 


4 magis babeo păħħov (“magis” Vg. "magis 
habui" 1516 Lat.). Erasmus added a verb, for 
the sake of clarity. See the previous note, and 
Annot., for his change of tense in 1519. 


5 Israel ex genere tx yévous "loparjA ("ex ge- 
nere Israel" Vg). Erasmus' transposition of 
word-order was designed to accommodate his 
(questionable) view that 'lopejA should here 
be treated as a nominative rather than a genitive: 
see Annot., and also Apolog. resp. Iac. Lop. Stun., 
ASD IX, 2, p. 214, Il. 825-843. 
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5 tribus puħñs (“de tribu" Vg). This change 
was undesirable, as tribus could be taken as 
either nominative or genitive, whereas quAT|s 
was indisputably a genitive. 


5 iuxta katk ("secundum" Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 


6 iuxta (twice) xat& (“secundum” Vg.). See 
ibid. Lefèvre had per ... secundum. 


6 studium Ci\\ov (“aemulationem” Vg). See 
on Rom. 10,2. Lefévre put zelum. 


6 ecclesiam thv txkAnoiav (“ecclesiam dei” 
Vg). The Vulgate addition corresponds with 
the addition of 0coU in codd. F G, or of tot 
Qeot in cod. 0282. Erasmus gives the same ren- 
dering as Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


6 quae est in lege thy tv voy ("quae in lege 
est" Vg.). The position of est is unaffected by 
the Greek text. For Erasmus' preference for 
an earlier position for sum, see on Rom. 2,27. 
Manetti put quae erat in lege. 


6 factus yevóusvos ("conuersatus" Vg.). Erasmus 
is more accurate here: see Annot. The same 
change was made by Manetti and Lefévre. 


6 irreprebensibilis &peyvrTos (“sine querela" Vg.). 
See on Phil. 2,15, and Annot. The version of 
Lefèvre, similarly, had irrepraebensibilis. 


7 mibi erant yo. fjv. ("mihi fuerunt" Vg.). 
Erasmus conveys the sense of the Greek imper- 
fect tense more precisely. His Greek word-order 
was derived from cod. 2817, in company with 
cod. B but few other mss. Most mss. have Tv 
uoi. Manetti anticipated this change. Lefèvre 
put michi videbantur. 


7 ea vota ( haec" Vg.). Cf. on Gal. 2,18, for 
the use of i5 when resuming from an earlier 
qui. 

7 damnum ese Cypiav (“detrimenta” Vg.). A 
similar substitution of damnum occurs in vs. 8, 
though Erasmus retains detrimentum in rendering 
Onyuióc at 2 Cor. 7,9. He adds esse to complete 
the grammatical construction. The Vulgate use 
of the plural was inaccurate: see Annot. The 
version of Ambrosiaster had damna, and Lefèvre 
damnum, both without esse. 


8 Quin etiam &dd& piv ov Kal "Veruntamen" 
Vg. 1527 = some Vg. mss., with Vg"**: "Verun- 
tamen et" other Vg. mss.). The use of Veruntamen, 
without et (in some Vulgate mss.), reflects the 
omission of kaí, as in 3864 N * and a few later 
mss. See on lob. 8,17 for quim. Lefévre put 
Verum enimuero. 
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fiyoUpai Tévra Znuíav elvor Sid TÒ 
UTreptyov Tfj; yvacews XpicToU 'In- 
coU ToU kupíou pou, &r öv rà Tráv- 
Ta &jnuicOnvy, Kai tyoUpa cxüpoAa 
eivai, Iva Xpiotév KepStjow, kai eú- 
pede èv atte, ut) Exc. éuty Sixaio- 
ouvny thy èk vópou, GAAG THY Bic 
tictews XpiotoU, Tiv Ek Geo SiKa1o- 
ouvny émi ti tiote, tot yvddvor 
atrrév, kai thy Suvauiv Tfj; &vaoTáos- 
os atrtot, kal Thv Koivovíav TÕV TA- 
nu&rov attot, cuppopgounevos TH 
6avárco aUroU, “eittws KatavTiow 
els thy £&avác Taciv tæv vekpiv: V oU 


3,9 prius Tnv B-E: om. A 


8 omnia pro .. habeoque B-E: omnium damnum feci, et duco A | 


ruderibus 4 B | 9 vtque B-E: et vt A 


8 arbitror fyyoOpoa. ("existimo" Vg). See on 
Rom. 2,3. Erasmus had the same rendering as 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


8 damnum Cnulav ("detrimentum" Vg). See 
on vs. 7. Once again Erasmus’ choice of ex- 
pression was the same as that of Ambrosiaster 
(1492) and Lefèvre. 


8 excellentiam cognitionis To Urrep£yov TS yvoo- 
ctc ("eminentem scientiam" Vg.). Erasmus’ 
rendering is closer to the grammatical structure 
of the Greek text: see Annot. See also on 2 Cor. 
12,7 for excellentia, and on Rom. 2,20 for cognitio. 
Manetti put excessum cognitionis, and Lefèvre 
eminentiam cognitionis. 


8 Christi lesu XpioToO "IncoO ("Iesu Christi” 
Vg). The Vulgate corresponds with “Incot 
Xpic'T00, as found in cod. A and many later 
mss., including cod. 2105. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1 and 
2816, and also N D F G and most other mss. 
In 386 8 B, the wording is ToO. Xpic ToO 'In- 
coU. Erasmus’ wording was the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster. Lefèvre put Christi Ihesu. 


8 omnia pro damnis duxi tà mávra. nmo- 
6nv (“omnia detrimentum feci" Vg.; “omnium 
damnum feci" 1516). In Aznot., Erasmus offers 
in omnibus detrimento sum affectus as an alterna- 
tive rendering. His change in 1519, less literally, 
suggests that the sense of “loss” was primarily 
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arbitror omnia damnum esse pro- 
pter excellentiam cognitionis Christi 
Iesu domini mei, propter quem om- 
nia pro damnis duxi, habeoque pro 
reiectamentis, vt Christum lucri faci- 
am: °vtque reperiar in illo non ha- 
bens meam iustitiam ex lege, sed eam 
quae per fidem est Christi, quae est 
ex deo iustitiam super fide: vt 
cognoscam illum, et potentiam resur- 
rectionis illius, et communionem af- 
flictionum illius, dum conformis fio 
morti eius, "si quo modo pertingam 
ad resurrectionem mortuorum: "non 


reiectamentis C-E: 


a mental or spiritual attitude, rather than re- 
flecting an actual loss of material possessions. 
See further on 1 Cor. 3,15. Cod. 2817 omitted 
Tå, contrary to the evidence of nearly all other 
mss. The version of Ambrosiaster had omnia 
damna duxi, and Lefèvre omnia floccifeci. 


8 babeoque kc yyoUpoa (“et arbitror" Vg.; “et 
duco" 1516). Erasmus disliked the combination 
of arbitror and vt: see Annot. For -que, see on 
lob. 1,39. Lefèvre put et existimo. 


8 pro reiectamentis axoBoAa elvan ("vt stercora" 
Vg.; "pro ruderibus" 1516-19). Erasmus follows 
the Vulgate in leaving elvoi untranslated, though 
probably the Vulgate reflects a Greek text in 
which this verb is omitted, as in codd. N* B 
D* F G and a few later mss. The inclusion of 
£fvoi in Erasmus’ Greek text is supported by 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 
2816, as well as 3Bé!id Ner A Dor and most 
later mss. Although the use of efvon has been 
thought by some to be a scribal addition, an 
alternative explanation may be that the word 
was authentic but was deleted by an early cor- 
rector who considered that it was redundant to 
the sense. For the non-classical term, reiectamen- 
tum, see on 1 Cor. 4,13. The word rudus was not 
so suitable, as it meant *rubble" rather than 
“dung” or "refuse". In 1522 Annot., Erasmus 
gives the meaning as equivalent to dog-food, or 
offal. His expression pro retectamentis first appears 
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in the separate Latin N.T. of 1521. Manetti put 
tanquam stercora, and Lefèvre sterquilinia esse. 


9 otque kai (“vt et” late Vg.; "et vt” 1516 Lat.). 
Erasmus improves on the unnatural word- 
order of the late Vulgate. For -4ue, see on Job. 
1,39. Manetti made the same change as Erasmus’ 
1516 edition. The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre had just et. 


9 reperiar espebd ("inueniar" Vg.). See on Joh. 
1,41. 


9 ex lege Thv Ex vópou ("quae ex lege est" Vg.). 
Erasmus' rendering was influenced by the omis- 
sion of thv in cod. 2817, making the same 
omission in his 1516 Greek text. Most other 
mss. contained this word. Despite reinstating 
tty in 1519, he neglected to make a correspon- 
ding change in his Latin translation. Manetti 
had que (= quae) est ex lege. 


9 eam tiv (“illam” Vg.). Erasmus no doubt 
considered that és, rather than ile, was the more 
usual antecedent for a relative clause, in classical 
usage. Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change. 


9 per fidem Bix thoes (“ex fide" Vg.). The 
Vulgate use of ex has little support from Greek 
mss. See Annot. In making this correction, Eras- 
mus uses the same rendering as Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefèvre. For Lefévre's word-order, 
see below. 


9 Christi Xpiotot (“Christi Iesu” late Vg.). The 
late Vulgate addition has minimal support 
from Greek mss. The correction made by Eras- 
mus agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosi- 
aster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


9 est ex deo iustitiam tx Peo BikoiooUvnv (“ex 
deo est iusticia" Vg. “est ex deo" Annot., 
lemma). By substituting the accusative case, 
Erasmus avoids making it appear that faith is 
identical with righteousness. In Annot., he gives 
the impression that the Vulgate wholly omits 
iustitia. Ambrosiaster had ex deo est iusticiam, 
and Manetti ex deo iustitia est. For the sake of 
clarity, Lefévre compressed and rearranged the 
second part of the verse, to read eam iustitiam 
quae ex deo est per fidem Christi. 


9 super fide tri ij Tío rei (“in fide" Vg.). Eras- 
mus seeks to give a more accurate rendering of 
èti. Ambrosiaster had super fidem. Lefèvre linked 
this phrase more strongly with the following 
verse, by using the word-order vt in fide cognoscam. 
Cf. Annot. 
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10 vt cognoscam to yvówon ("ad cognoscen- 
dum" late Vg.). In one respect, the imperso- 
nal gerund construction used by the Vulgate 
is more literal, but Erasmus’ use of the first per- 
son singular makes a clearer connection with 
the following cuppopqoupevos. Manetti put ad 
agnoscendum, as in the earlier Vulgate. For 
Lefévre’s word-order, see the previous note. 


10 potentiam tiv BSuvayw (“virtutem” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,4. Lefévre had potestatem. 


10 lius (1st.) otrrot (“eius” Vg.). This change 
produces consistency with the preceding illum 
and the following illius, though Erasmus retains 
eius after morti. Manetti had eum .. suae .. 
suarum, and Lefèvre eum ... eius ... eius. 


10 communionem tiv xowovíav ("societatem" 
Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 6,14. In Annot., Erasmus 
mentions Ambrosiaster’s use of communicatio- 
nem, and this was also the word adopted by 
Lefévre's first Latin version. However, Erasmus’ 
preference for communionem was identical with 
the revised translation offered by Lefèvre Comm. 


10 afflictionum t&v ratnu&rov (“passionis” 
late Vg.). See on Rom. 1,26; 8,18, and Annot. 
The late Vulgate singular lacks Greek ms. sup- 
port. The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefèvre (both columns) had passionum. 


10 dum conformis fio cuppoppovyevos (“confi- 
guratus" Vg.). This change is consistent with 
the Vulgate use of conformis for aóupopqos at 
Rom. 8,29. Cf. also Erasmus' substitution of 
vt conforme fiat for configuratum in rendering 
oúupopgov in vs. 21, below (1516 only). For 
his use of dum, see on Rom. 1,20. Ambrosiaster 
had conformans me, and Lefèvre conformatus. 


11 pertingam «xatavtiow (“occurram” Vg.). 
Elsewhere Erasmus follows the Vulgate in using 
pertingo for Epixvéopar and Siïkvéoua at 2 Cor. 
10,13-14; Hebr. 4,12. See further on Eph. 4,13. 


11 mortuorum cv vekpó»v (“quae est ex mor- 
tuis" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects the substitution 
of thy èk for tæv, as in PÉN A B D and 
a few later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other 
late mss. See Annot. The phrase &váovacis 
(r&v) vexpdv (“resurrection of the dead") is 
more consistent with Pauline usage at several 
other passages, though dvdotaois f) ix ve- 
Kpdov (“resurrection from the dead") occurs at 
Le. 20,35; Act. 4,2. Both Manetti and Lefèvre 
made the same change as Erasmus. 
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ómr 1jón £Aopov Å fjbn TeTeAci- 


wal, iwkw è ei Kal kara- 
Aóápo, èp à Kal kareAügenv 
Td ToU XpicroU ‘Inoot. | PóBgA- 
gol, tya ipovróv otra AoyiZo- 
por KaTetAngpévor. ëv 56, Ta uiv 
óTíco mAavðavóuevos, Toig 5 
čumpooðev èmekTeivópevos, M kaTà 
ckomóv ikw, imi TO BpaPeiov 
TÄS ðv  kAüjceog tol 0:00 èv 
XpicTO 'Inooŭ. | P^6co1 ov Tés- 


oi, ToUTO ọppovõpev: Koi ei Tti été 
pos poveite, Kal ToUTo ó Beds 
Üyiv é&rokoAUya. tAv cis ò 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


quod apprehenderim aut iam per- 
fectus sim, sed sector si etiam ap- 
prehendam, quatenus et apprehensus 
sum a Christo Iesu. "Fratres, ego me 
ipsum nondum arbitror assequutum 
esse. Vnum autem illud ago, ea qui- 
dem quae a tergo sunt obliuiscens, ad 
ea vero quae a fronte sunt, enitens: 
^ juxta praefixum signum insequor ad 
palmam supernae vocationis dei, per 
Christum Iesum. Quotquot itaque 
perfecti sumus, hoc sentiamus: et si 
quid aliter sentitis, hoc quoque vobis 
deus reuelabit. !éAttamen ad id quod 


12 etiam B-E: etA | quatenus B-E: in eo in quod | 13 illud ago B-E: om. A | 14 per Christum 
Iesum B-E: in Christo Iesu.A | 15 hoc quoque B-E: et hoc 4 | 16 ad id B-E: om. A 


12 quod tı SN (“quod iam" Vg). Erasmus 
is less accurate here. Possibly this omission of 
iam was unintentional. 

12 apprehenderim EXapov (“acceperim” Vg.). 
Erasmus in effect removes the distinction be- 
tween Aaygfhávo and xarroAetuiévo, used later 
in the verse. A comparable disregard for this 
difference of verb was shown by Lefévre, who 
put comprachenderim ... compraebendam ... com- 
prachensus sum. 


12 sed sector Siow St ("sequor autem” Vg.). 
A similar substitution of sector occurs at Hebr. 
12,14, in accordance with Vulgate usage at 
Rom. 9,30, 31, etc. In Annot., Erasmus comments 
on the distinction of meaning between these 
two verbs. At 1 Petr. 3,11, by contrast, he re- 
places sequatur by persequatur, in the context of 
seeking peace. For sed, see on Job. 1,26. Manetti 
had Persequor autem, and Lefèvre sed prosequor. 


12 si etiam si kal (“si quo modo" late Vg.; “si 
et” 1516). The late Vulgate lacks Greek ms. 
support. The earlier Vulgate and Ambrosiaster 
had just si, corresponding with the omission of 
xaf in codd. N * D* F G and a few later mss. 
See Annot. The version of Manetti had et si, and 
Lefévre si et id. 


12 apprebendam ... apprebensus sum xorraAóQoo 
... KareA fi o8nyv ("comprehendam ... comprehen- 
sus sum" Vg.). See on Zob. 1,5. 

12 quatenus tq’ & (“in quo" Vg.; “in eo in quo" 
1516). The Vulgate is ambiguous as to whether 


the pronoun is masculine (“in whom"), or neu- 
ter (“in which"), though only the latter gives 
an acceptable sense in this context. A similar 
substitution of quatenus occurs at Rom. 5,12 
(1519). See Annot. Lefévre's solution was to 
insert id before comprachendam. 


13 me ipsum tuautév (“me” Vg.). Erasmus ren- 
ders the reflexive pronoun more emphatically. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same correction 
(Lefèvre placing me ipsum after nondum). 


13 nondum otto (“non” Vg.). Erasmus derived 
ottrw from cod. 2817, with support from 
1 and 2105, as well as X A D* and many later 
mss., and also Valla Annot. The Vulgate reflected 
a Greek text having où, as in p“ B D" FG 
and many other mss., including codd. 69, 2815, 
2816*. In Annot., Erasmus says that "his" manu- 
script (“codex ... meus”) had où, but that most 
mss. ("plures habent") had otro. Since the 
phrase codex meus seems to relate to a time when 
he only had one ms. available for consultation, 
which is more applicable to the period when 
he was working in England, this statement 
could belong to the early stages of his labours 
on the Annotations. Cf. his use of exemplar ... 
meum to refer to a reading at Mc. 8,11 (Ap§avto 
cul nroUvrss trap’ aÙùTtoŬ), found in few mss. 
other than cod. 69, which Erasmus may have 
been in a position to consult when he was in 
England. However, as the reading oto occurs 
in many other mss. at the present passage, it 
is not necessary to assume that cod. 69 was the 


EPISTOLA AD PHILIPPENSES 


particular ms. to which codex meus here refers. 
Manetti and Lefévre both made the same change 
as Erasmus. 


13 assequutum esse xocreiAmpévon. (“comprehen- 
disse" Vg). See on Eph. 3,18. This change is 
partly for the sake of variety, as Erasmus pre- 
ferred to substitute apprebendo in vs. 12. 


13 Vnum autem illud ago èv St ("Vnum au- 
tem" 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus adds ¿lud ago, to 
complete the sense: see Annot. The rendering 
of Manetti had Vnum vero, and Lefèvre vnum 
tamen est. 


13 ea quidem quae a tergo sunt T& uiv ómioc 
(“quae quidem retro sunt" Vg.). Similar substi- 
tutions of a tergo occur in rendering óríoc at 
Mc. 13,16; Lc. 7,38; 9,62 (1519), and also in ren- 
dering émioGev at Mt. 9,20; Mc. 5,27. At Me. 
8,33 (6trice), retro is replaced by post. However, 
Erasmus retains retro at Lc. 8,44; Ap. Iob. 4,6. 
See also on Joh. 6,66, and Annot. The addition 
of ea helped to complete the grammatical con- 
struction, answering to ez vero later in the sen- 
tence. Cod. 2815 had t&v for Tá, in company 
with a few other late mss. (cf. r&v pév órricev 
in cod. 2105). The version of Manetti had ez 
quidem que (= quae) retro sunt, and Lefèvre just 
quae retro sunt. 


13 a fronte sunt Éumpoo8ev ("sunt priora" late 
Vg. and most Vg. mss, with Vg"* "sunt in 
priora" a few Vg. mss., with Vg"). This change 
avoids the ambiguity of priora, which was likely 
to be misunderstood as referring to the past, 
quite opposite to the sense required by the 
context. See Annot. The version of Manetti had 
sunt prius, and Lefèvre ante sunt (cf. Ambrosiaster, 
ante me sunt). 


13 enitens trrextewdpevos (“extendens me 
ipsum” late Vg.). At 2 Cor. 10,14, Erasmus 
is content to use extendimus nos ipsos in render- 
ing UTrepexteivopev tautoús. The verb enitor is 
not such a close equivalent. Manetti put me 
ipsum extendens, and Lefèvre me extendens. 


14 iuxta praefixum signum katà okorróv (“ad 
destinatum" Vg.). In Annot., citing Jerome Adv. 
Pelagianos Y, 15 (CCSL 80, p. 18), Erasmus treats 
cxoTróv as a metaphor from an archery con- 
test, with reference to the fixed target at which 
an archer would shoot. The present context, 
however, seems to have more to do with run- 
ning in a race than using a weapon. The phrase 
which Jerome had suggested as a rendering was 
iuxta propositum. Ambrosiaster offered secundum 
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destinatum. Valla Annot. explained the mean- 
ing as ad terminum quem mibi proposui. Manetti 
put secundum propositum, and Lefevre secundum 
scopum. 


14 insequor Siow (“persequor” Vg.). Erasmus 
no doubt wished to avoid any possible misunder- 
standing of persequor in the sense of "persecute", 
at this passage. Ambrosiaster and Manetti had 
sequor, and Lefévre prosequor. 


14 palmam tò BpaPeiov ("brauium" Vg.). See 
on 1 Cor. 9,24. Erasmus has the same rendering 
as Ambrosiaster. 

14 per Christum lesum tv Xpiote “Inood (“in 
Christo Iesu" 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 1,17. 
15 Quotquot 6c01 ("Quicunque" Vg.). See on 
Gal. 3,10. Erasmus' wording is the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster. 


15 itaque ot ("ergo" Vg.). See on Rom. 13,10. 
Lefèvre put igitur. 


15 sentitis ppoveite (“sapitis” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 8,5, and Annot. Similarly Valla Annot. 
objected to the Vulgate inconsistency in using 
sentiamus ... sapitis. Both Manetti and Lefèvre 
made the same change as Erasmus (cf. Ambro- 
siaster, sentietis). 


15 hoc quoque Kai toto (“et hoc" 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Toh. 5,27 for quoque. Ambrosiaster's ver- 
sion put id quoque. In this part of the sen- 
tence, Manetti had the word-order et deus boc 
vobis reuelabit, and Lefèvre et boc deus vobis 
reuelabit. 


15 vobis deus reuelabit 6 Beds Úv &mokaAUwye 
("vobis reuelabit deus" Vg. 1527). In placing 
deus after reuelabit, the 1527 Vulgate column 
followed the Froben edition of 1514. Erasmus 
follows the Vulgate in putting vobis first, contrary 
to the word-order of the Greek text. In Annot., 
he expresses the opinion that the verb might 
originally have been &rrexdAuye, corresponding 
with reuelauit in some Vulgate mss. The latter 
spelling is found, for example, in the lemma 
of Valla Annot. and also in the lemma of 
Lefévre Comm. For the word-order of Manetti 
and Lefèvre, see the previous note. 


16 Attamen wv (“Veruntamen” Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 7,2. In Annot., Erasmus uses Verum. 

16 ad id quod cis 6 ("ad quod" Vg.; “quod” 
1516 Lat.). Erasmus inserts id, to complete the 
grammatical construction. In Annot., he further 
proposes in eo ad quod. The omission of ad in 
1516 could have been accidental. 
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epOccoapev, TH auTO oToryeiv | kavó- 
vi, TO AUTOS opovelv. 

U*uupiunraí uou yiveoðe, &SeAqoi, 
Kol oKoTreite TOUS OUTwS TreprmrocroUv- 
Tas, KaOds Éyere TUTTOV tds.  Ü oA- 
Aol yap tepitratotioiv, ots TroAAdKis 
&Aeyov Upiv, viv 5t Kal kàaiwv Aéyoo, 
Tous éx8povs ToU otaupot tot Xpi- 
otol, dv Tò TéAOS droga, dv ó 
Besòs Å koia, Kal fj ófa év ri) aloyu- 
vn oUTÓv, of Tà étiyeia ppovoüvrts. 
Adv yap TO TroAiTEULa èv oùpavois 
UTrdpxet, 8 oU kal owrtijpa &mekõeyó- 
us&a, küpiov'InooUv Xpicóv, ?! 8s uera- 
oynparíoe TO Opa Tis TaTrervacews 
Adv, eis TO yevéoOar atTS oúupoppov 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


assequuti sumus, eadem proceda| mus 
regula, vt simus concordes. 

17 Pariter estote imitatores mei, fra- 
tres, et considerate eos qui sic ambu- 
lant, quemadmodum habetis nos pro 
exemplari. Nam complures ambu- 
lant, de quibus saepe dixi vobis: 
nunc autem et flens dico, inimici 
crucis Christi, Pquorum finis perdi- 
tio est, quorum deus venter et gloria, 
in dedecore ipsorum qui terrestria 
curant Nam nostra conuersatio 
in coelis est, ex quo et seruatorem 
expectamus, dominum lesum Chris- 
tum: ?qui transfigurabit corpus no- 
strum humile, vt conforme reddat 


21 yeveoðai A B* C* D* E*: (yevvwoa B^), yevvwoar C8 D"& Ems 


16 simus concordes B-E: idem sapiamus Æ | 17 Pariter estote imitatores mei B-E: coimitatores 
mei estote A | considerate C-E: consyderate 4 B | nos pro exemplari B-E: formam nos A | 


19 dedecore ipsorum B-E: suffusione illorum A | 20 


seruatorem B-E: saluatorem Æ | 


21 nostrum humile B-E: humilitatis nostrae 4 | reddat B-E; fiat A 


16 assequuti sumus Eg@doapev (“peruenimus” 
Vg.). At several other passages, Erasmus retains 
peruenio for pOcve. His use of assequor here is 
questionable, in view of the adoption of the 
same verb to render koroAappávo in vs. 13, 
though he may have considered that peruenimus 
was likely to be misunderstood to mean “we 
attain" instead of "we have attained". 


16 eadem procedamus regula, vt simus concordes 
TH aüTÓ oToiytlv kavóvi, TO aÙTÒ gpovelv 
(“vt idem sapiamus, et in eadem permanea- 
mus regula” Vg.; “eadem procedamus regula, vt 
idem sapiamus" 1516). The Vulgate corresponds 
with a different Greek word-order, 16 aTd 
ppovelv, TH aUTÓÀ oTolyelv Kavovi in cod. 
D“ and seven later mss. In 381649 N * A B Iv 
and five later mss., kavévi and Td avró ppo- 
veiv are wholly omitted. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, and 
also N ° and about 480 later mss. (see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, pp. 589-94). See 
Annot. Those who favour a shorter text have 
speculated that kavóvi and tò avTd opoveiv 
represent separate scribal amplifications of the 
meaning of tT awT oToryeiv. An alternative 


explanation would be that these words were all 
authentic, but that an early copyist omitted 
xavóvi TÒ avd ppoveiv by an error of homoeo- 
teleuton, jumping from -eiv of o'roiy£iv to the 
same three letters at the end of ppoveiv, and 
so leaving out approximately one line of text. 
Some scribes, who concluded that the shorter 
form of text was defective, evidently attempted 
to remedy this problem in different ways, resul- 
ting in several variations of word-order among 
the surviving mss. For the use of procedo in 
rendering o'Toryéo, see on Gal. 5,25, and for 
concordes, see on Rom. 12,16. Manetti had vt 
idem sapiamus et eidem regulae congruamus, and 
Lefèvre eidem regulae innitamur, idem sentiamus. 


17 Pariter estote imitatores mei ZuumynTai uou 
ylveode ("Imitatores mei estote" Vg.; “coimita- 
tores mei estote" 1516). Erasmus seeks to convey 
the meaning of the Greek prefix, oup-. See 
Annot. The rendering of Manetti was exactly 
as in Erasmus’ 1516 edition, using the non- 
classical coimitatores. Lefèvre put Imitatores mecum 
estote. 


17 considerate oxotteite ("obseruate" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 16,17. In Annot., Erasmus credits his 


LB 876 


EPISTOLA AD PHILIPPENSES 3,16 -21 


rendering to "Ambrose" (ie. Ambrosiaster). 
Lefévre had also made this change, putting 
consyderate. 


17 sic ots ("ita^ Vg). See on Rom. 5,21. 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre again used the same 
word as Erasmus. 


17 quemadmodum xodes (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefèvre had vt. 


17 nos pro exemplari vorov hss ("formam 
nostram" late Vg. and most Vg. mss.; “formam 
nos” 1516 =some Vg. mss, with Vg" *). A 
similar substitution of exemplar occurs at 1 Petr. 
5,3, consistent with Vulgate usage at Hebr. 8,5. 
See further on Rom. 5,14, and cf. also the re- 
placement of forma by exemplum at 1 Thess. 1,7. 
The late Vulgate use of nostram probably origi- 
nated as a scribal alteration of nos. Cf. Annot. 
Both Manetti and Lefèvre had mos exemplum, 
except that Lefèvre placed mos before habetis. 


18 Nam complures torro yap ("Multi enim" 
Vg.). See on Act. 1,3 for complures, and on Iob. 
3,34 for nam. Lefèvre put Nam multi. 


18 de quibus .. inimici obs ... Tous Exy8poUs 
(“quos ... inimicos" Vg.). Erasmus aims here at 
a less literal, but more elegant construction, 
avoiding the use of quos as an apparent direct 
object of dico. Cf. on Gal. 5,21. 


18 dixi Eheyov (“dicebam” Vg.). The Vulgate 
use of the imperfect tense is more accurate. 
Cf. Annot. 


19 perditio est ... venter &rrooNeia. ... f) Koria 
("interitus ... venter est” late Vg. and some Vg. 
mss.). The substitution of perditio is consistent 
with Vulgate usage at several other passages. 
However, Erasmus retains interitus at Rom. 
9,22; Ap. Iob. 17,8, 11, and even replaces perditio 
with interitus at 1 Tim. 6,9; 2 Petr. 2,1. At Mt. 
7,13, he replaces perditio with exitium, and with 
pernicies at 2 Petr. 3,16. He moves est to a more 
prominent position, for the sake of clarity: see 
on Rom. 2,27. 


19 dedecore ij aioyúvņ (“confusione” Vg.; 
"suffusione" 1516). A similar substitution occurs 
at Iud. 13; Ap. Iob. 3,18 (1519), in accordance 
with Vulgate usage at 2 Cor. 4,2. At Hebr. 12,2, 
Erasmus replaces confusio with ignominia. The 
point is that confusio was liable to be misun- 
derstood as indicating uncertainty rather than 
shame. 


19 ipsorum cxrróv ("illorum" 1516). The ren- 
dering which Erasmus adopted in 1516 was 
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the same as that of Ambrosiaster. In 1519, 
Erasmus restores the Vulgate pronoun. Manetti 
and Lefévre both put eorum. 


19 serrestria Tà Enlyeia (“terrena” Vg.). See 
on 2 Cor. 5,1, and Annot. 


19 curant ppovotvtes ("sapiunt" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 8,5. In Annot., Erasmus also suggests sen- 
tiunt, which was the rendering of Lefévre. 


20 Nam nostra hydv yóp ("Nostra autem" 
Vg. The Vulgate use of autem corresponds 
with the substitution of 8€ for y&p in a few 
later Greek mss., probably arising from the 
observation that this clause seems to contain 
a contrast rather than an explanation of the 
previous sentence. For the same reason, Sé was 
substituted by several patristic sources. See 
Annot. Both Manetti and Lefévre put Nostra 
entm. 


20 ex quo ££ of ("vnde" Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus 
objects to vnde, apparently on the grounds that 
this Latin word could mean "for which reason", 
and not only "from where”. In 1516-27 Annot., 
his preferred interpretation was "from which 
heaven”, but in 1535 Annot., he suggested that 
it could also mean "from which time". 


20 et kai (“etiam” Vg.). Erasmus gives a less 
emphatic rendering, as the context requires the 
sense “also” rather than “even”. Ambrosiaster 
and Manetti used the same word as Erasmus. 


20 seruatorem owtijpa (“saluatorem” 1516 
= Vg.). See on Job. 4,42. 


20 dominum kúpiov (“dominum nostrum" late 
Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate addi- 
tion lacks Greek ms. support. Lefévre made the 
same correction as Erasmus. 


21 transfigurabit yevacymuocrion (“reformabit” 
Vg.). This substitution is in accordance with 
Vulgate usage at 2 Cor. 11,14. See further on 
2 Cor. 11,13. The same change was proposed 
by Valla Annot. and Lefèvre (cf. transfigurauit 
in the 1492 edition of Ambrosiaster). 


21 nostrum humile Tijg Tomo osos huv 
("humilitatis nostrae" 1516 = Vg). Erasmus 
wished to remove the Hebraism, for the sake 
of clarity: see Annot. 


21 vt conforme reddat cis TO ysvécO0o1 avTd 
ouupopoov ("configuratum" Vg.; “vt conforme 
fiat" 1516). The Vulgate reflects the omission 
of cis tò yevéoðai atrtdé, as in codd. N A B 
D* F G and nine other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, with 1, 2105, 2816, 
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TH compat: Tfj; BóEns avrod, kor& 
Tiv évépyeiav, ToU SU0vac8o1 atTov 
Koi UroTá&ai auTO TÒ Trávra. 


“Qote, &8EAooí pou &yarnToi Kai 

eTITSON TOI, xapéá Kal oTEpavds uou, 
oUTws oTükere èv kupiw &yarrmrol. 

2EvoSiav TapakoAO, Kal XuvrTÜ- 
xnv TapakaAó, TÒ aUró ppoveiv èv 
Kupío. Avail épwtd Kal oe, ovZuye 
yva, cuAAauPéávou avrais afrives 
iv TH sÜayysMo ouviPAnody poi, 
petà Kai KAüuevros Kal TOv Aormóv 
cuvepyóv you, ov Ta dvdopata iv 
pipi Goofs. 

*Xaípere èv kupi tdvtote, Kai 
maAw pæ, yaipete. 51d étrieikés 
ÜuÀv yvooOiyro Tr&ciw dvOportrois. 
ô KUpios éyyUs.  f*unBtv pepipv&re, 
GAN’? èv mavti Th mpoctuxfj koi 


21 suo glorioso B-E: gloriae suae A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


corpori suo glorioso, secundum effi- 
caciam, qua potest etiam subiicere 
sibi omnia. 


Proinde fratres mei dilecti ac de 

siderati, gaudium et corona mea, 
sic state in domino dilecti. 

^Euodiam obsecro, et Syntychen 
obsecro, vt sint concordes in domi- 
no. Sane rogo et te compar ger- 
mana, adiuua eas quae in euangelio 
decertarunt mecum, vna cum Cle- 
mente quoque et reliquis cooperariis 
meis, quorum nomina sunt in libro 
vitae. 

^Gaudete in domino semper, et 
iterum dico, gaudete. *Modestia ve- 
stra nota sit omnibus hominibus. Do- 
minus prope est. De nulla re solli- 
citi sitis, sed in omni precatione et 


4,1 desiderati C-E: desyderati A B | 2 prius obsecro B-E: rogo A | Syntychen B-E (Syn- 
tyche D E): synthycham A | alt. obsecro B-E: rogo 4 | sint concordes B-E: idem sentiant A | 
3 decertarunt B-E: conuenerunt A | 6 omni A E: omni, B-D | precatione B-E: oratione A 


as well as D% and about 540 later mss. (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, pp. 594-7). 
See Annot. If the extra four words were not 
genuine, it might be supposed that they were 
inserted by scribes to make a smoother con- 
nection between petacynuatice: and ovppop- 
gov. If this phrase was originally in the text, 
however, it is possible that a scribe might have 
regarded the words as superfluous and therefore 
deleted them. The phrase itself is entirely consis- 
tent with Pauline usage, as the combination of 
tl; TÓ with a verb occurs about forty times 
in Romans to 2 Thessalonians, including two 
instances of eig TO yevéoOon at Rom. 4,18; 7,4. 
The margins of Erasmus' 1522-35 editions offer 
yevvdcoai as an alternative to yevéoðai. How- 
ever, yevvócat has no ms. support here, but 
relates to Gal. 4,24 (where the correct spelling 
is yevvéoa). This error arose from a mistake 
in the errata to Erasmus’ 1519 edition: see ad 
loc. For the removal of configuratum, see on 
vs. 10, above. Valla Annot. and Manetti proposed 


ut sit configuratum, and Lefèvre vt ipsum conforme 
fiat (cf. Ambrosiaster, who had just conforme). 


21 suo glorioso vij; 5óEns owroU ("claritatis 
suae" Vg.; "gloriae suae" 1516). See on Job. 5,41 
for the removal of claritas. See also on nostrum 
humile, earlier in the present verse, for the 
removal of the Hebraic idiom. Valla Annot. 
suggested the word-order gloriae corporis eius. 
Erasmus' 1516 rendering was the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 

21 efficaciam ti ivépyeiav ("operationem vir- 
tutis suae" late Vg.). The late Vulgate addition 
of virtutis suae lacks Greek ms. support, and 
looks like a harmonisation with Eph. 3,7. See 
on 1 Cor. 12,10, and Annot., for efficacia. Manet- 
ti had operationem eius, and Lefévre operationem 
potentiae. 


21 qua potest etiam 100 Buvacbai avTov Kai 
(“qua etiam possit" late Vg.). Erasmus is more 
accurate as to the word-order. Cf. Annot. In 
using the indicative, he partly follows Lefèvre, 
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who had qua ipse potest etiam. Manetti had quod 
potest, omitting etiam. Ambrosiaster and the 
earlier Vulgate had gua possit etiam. 


4,1 Proinde "Oct ("Itaque" Vg.). See on Act. 
11,17. Lefévre put Quare. 

1 dilecti (twice) &yorrntot (“charissimi” Vg.). 
See on Act. 15,25, and Annot. Both Manetti and 
Lefévre made the same change. 


1 ac xai (“et” Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


1 desiderati &rimóenyroi ("desideratissimi" late 
Vg). The Vulgate use of the superlative is 
inaccurate: cf. Annot. The same correction was 
made by Lefèvre (who used the spelling desyderati, 
as in Erasmus’ 1516-19 editions). Manetti put 
concupiti. 

1 gaudium xop& ("gaudium meum" Vg.). The 
Vulgate addition of meum lacks explicit support 
from Greek mss. Both Manetti and Lefèvre 
made the same correction as Erasmus. 


2 obsecro (twice) TrapaKadd ("rogo ... deprecor" 
Vg.; "rogo ... rogo" 1516). See on Rom. 16,17. 
In Annot., Erasmus objects to the Vulgate 
inconsistency of rendering. Lefévre made the 
same change as Erasmus' 1516 edition. Ambro- 
siaster had rogo ... obsecro. 


2 ot sint concordes Tò axyró ppoveiv (“id ipsum 
sapere" Vg.; "vt idem sentiant" 1516). Erasmus 
prefers to avoid the infinitive, for expressing 
an indirect command. See on Rom. 8,5, and 
Annot., for the removal of sapio. Manetti had 
vt id ipsum sapiant, and Lefévre idem sentire 
(cf. Ambrosiaster, idem sapere). 


3 Sane vai (“Etiam” Vg.). At several other pas- 
sages, Erasmus is content to use etiam for vat. 
Here, he wishes to avoid the possibility that 
etiam might be understood in the sense of 
“even” or “also”. See Annot., following Valla 
Annot. The rendering of Manetti was vtique. 

3 compar germana oúčuye yvtyoie ("germane 
compar" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order corre- 
sponds with yvijote ovduye, found in p“ N 
A B D and some later mss., including cod. 2105 
(except that 38:6 Ne A D* have the spelling 
ouvtuye). Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2816 and most other late 
mss. In Annot., he comments favourably on the 
view that the Greek phrase can be understood 
as either masculine or feminine in form, and 
that it was therefore probably addressed to the 
apostle's own wife, whereas the Vulgate uses the 
masculine gender. This argument was further 
elaborated in the Apolog. resp. Iac. Lop. Stun., 
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ASD IX, 2, pp. 214-16, Il. 845-864. The rendering 


of Lefévre, more explicitly, was ingenua coniunx. 


3 eas atras ( illas" Vg.). Erasmus prefers is 
rather than i/le, when followed by a relative 
pronoun. See on Phil. 3,9. The same change was 
made by Manetti and Lefévre. 


3 in euangelio decertarunt mecum tv 1 eUaty ye- 
Aic cuvüffAncáv uoi (“mecum laborauerunt 


in euangelio" Vg., "in euangelio conuenerunt 
mecum" 1516) Erasmus follows the Greek 
word-order more literally. See on Phil. 1,27 for 
decerto. In Annot., Erasmus gave the meaning 
of ouviüAncav, more fully, as simul mecum 
decertarunt. Without the addition of simul, the 
phrase decerto cum could be understood to 
mean "fight against" rather than "fight along- 
side". Valla Annot. similarly interpreted this 
verb by certauerunt vna. Manetti put mecum in 
euangelio collaborauerunt, and Lefèvre certauerunt 
mecum in euangelio. 


3 vna cum etc (“cum” Vg.). See on Act. 1,22. 


3 Clemente quoque «cà KAjuevros ("Clemente" 
Vg.). The Vulgate corresponds with the omission 
of kai in codd. D* F G and a few later mss. 
The version of Lefévre had et Clemente. 


3 reliquis T&v Aovróov (“caeteris” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,13. 

3 cooperariis cuvepy dv ("adiutoribus" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 16,21. Manetti put coadiutoribus, and 
Lefévre cooperatoribus. 


4 et xai (Vg. omits). Erasmus derived this rea- 
ding from cod. 2817, in company with a few 
other late mss. In codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816 and 
most other mss., the word is omitted. 


5 Dominus ó xúpios ("Dominus enim" late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of enim lacks 
support from Greek mss. See Annot. The correc- 
tion made by Erasmus agrees with the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


6 De nulla re unõév ("Nihil" Vg.) See on 
1 Cor. 7,33. 


6 omni mavti. In 1519-27, Erasmus has a 
comma after omni, limiting the sense to “in 
everything by prayer and entreaty", and this is 
the interpretation favoured in Annot. Without 
this punctuation, the meaning could be mis- 
understood as "in every prayer and entreaty", 
though in the Greek text travti is neuter while 
Trpocevyfj and Serj\cei are feminine nouns. 


6 precatione Tij Trpoctuyij (“oratione” 1516 
= Vg.). See on Act. 1,14. 
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Ti Seto perà evyapiotias Ta ai- 
Tüucra Üuóv yvopio9o Tpós Tov 


Otóv 7kali fj eiptivn Tod Geol 4 
ÜTepéxyouca  Trávra  voUv,  qpov- 
pücst tas KapSiasg Udy xoi Tà 


vonpara ÜUpgóv v Xpiotd “Inco. 

*Tó Aormróv, à&Ssàpoi, dca ioTiv 
&An85, Soa oeuvá, | dca Si- 
Kaa, doa cyvd, dca TpocquU, 
óca etpnua, ei tis dpe, Kal 
ef Tig étraivos, tatta Aoyileove, 
?& Kol éudOete Kai troapeAcBete 
Kal Tjkoucare Kai cidete v uol 
TaltTa tpdocete, Kal ó Geds 
Tis  eipüvns goto  ue8' Gpdv. 

Ex&pnv de èv Kupio 
&ve- 
iuoU po- 
veiv, ép [ej 
TiKoipeicOe Sé ón 


6 obsecratione B-E: obsecriatone A | 
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obsecratione cum gratiarum actione 
petitiones vestrae innotescant apud 
deum: "et pax dei quae superat 
omnem intellectum, custodiet corda 
vestra et sensus vestros per Christum 
Iesum. 

*Quod reliquum est fratres, quae- 
cunque sunt vera, quaecun|que ho- 
nesta quaecunque iusta, quaecun- 
que pura, quaecunque accommoda, 
quaecunque boni ominis, si qua vir- 
tus, et si qua laus: haec cogitate, 
?quae et didicistis et accepistis et 
audistis et vidistis in me: haec fa- 
cite, et deus pacis erit vobiscum. 

Gauisus sum autem in domi- 
no magnopere quod iam tandem 
reuiguit vestra pro me sollicitudo, 
in eo in quo et soliciti eratis, ve- 
rum deerat oportunitas: "non quod 


7 per Christum lesum B-E: in Christo Iesu 4 | 


8 sunt B-E: om. A | boni ominis £: bene ominata A, boni nominis B-D | et C-E: om. AB | 
10 soliciti D E: solliciti 4-C | oportunitas A D E: opportunitas B C 


7 quae superat Ñ Strepéxouoa (“quae exuperat" 
Vg.). Erasmus here gives preference to the more 
common, and less emphatic, form of the Latin 
verb. Manetti anticipated this change (though 
the first hand of Pal Lat. 45 had que super). 


7 intellectum voüv ("sensum" Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,28, and Annot., where Erasmus gives mentem 
as an alternative. Valla Annot. likewise advocated 
intellectum or mentem. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre 
had mentem, and Manetti intellectum. 


7 custodiet ppouphosi (“custodiat” Vg.). Eras- 
mus' use of the future indicative, in place of 
the present subjunctive, is more accurate. See 
Annot. The same change was made by Manetti’s 
version (Pal. Lat. 45 only). 


7 sensus vestros à vońparta oov (“intelligentias 
vestras" Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 4,4. 

7 per Christum lesum £v Xpiotd® “inoot (“in 
Christo Iesu" 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 1,17. 


8 Quod reliquum est Td Aovrróv ("De caetero" 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 4,2, and also Annot. Elsewhere 


Erasmus tends to prefer quod superest, which was 
the rendering of Lefévre at the present passage. 
Ambrosiaster had just Religuum. 


8 sunt totiv (1516 Lat. omits). The 1516 omis- 
sion was perhaps unintentional, though the 
same omission was made by cod. 2105. 


8 honesta csuvá (“pudica” Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus gives several alternative renderings. As 
usual, he saw no need to acknowledge that his 
preferred wording was also that of Lefévre. At 
1 Tim. 3,8, Erasmus replaces pudicus by compositus, 
and by modestus at 1 Tim. 3,11, and also by 
grauis at Tit. 2,2 (1519). He may have felt that 
pudicus was more likely to be understood as 
referring to chastity, which was not the meaning 
required here. Manetti put clara. 


8 pura &yv& (“sancta” Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 6,6. 
In Annot., Erasmus also suggests casta, which 
was the rendering of Lefévre. Manetti had 
pudica. 

8 accommoda wpooqiAij (“amabilia” Vg.). In 
the present context, the Greek word seems 
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to refer to thoughts and actions which are 
spiritually or morally “attractive”. The rare 
classical word, accommodus, in the sense of 
“suitable” or “convenient”, is less appropriate 
here. C£. Annot. 


8 boni ominis ipnua ("bonae famae" Vg.; "be- 
ne ominata" 1516; "boni nominis" 1519-27). 
The rendering which Erasmus finally adopted 
in 1535 had been advocated as an alternative 
in Annot. from 1522 onwards. It might be sup- 
posed, from the close similarity of ominis and 
nominis, that the latter was mistakenly substitu- 
ted by the printer of the 1519 edition, especially 
as boni ominis (“auspicious” or “well-omened”) 
is strictly in accordance with the meaning of 
eŭpnpos in classical Greek usage. However, this 
connotation of the Greek word is of doubtful 
relevance to the present context, whereas boni 
nominis ("of good reputation") is more in tune 
with the accompanying references to virtuous 
or praiseworthy characteristics. Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre put laudabilia. 


8 et kaí (omitted in 1516-19 Lat. = Vg). The 
Vulgate omission lacks support from Greek 
mss. The addition of e appeared first in the 
separate Latin N.T. of 1521. Lefévre made the 
same correction as Erasmus. 


8 laus Érronvos ("laus disciplinae" late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate loosely cor- 
responds with the addition of &mioruns in 
codd. D* F G, but most other mss. have just 
Etraivos. See Annot. In omitting disciplinae, 
Erasmus agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Valla 
Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 


9 facite modooete (“cogitate et agite" Annot., 
lemma; "agite" Vg. 1527 and Vg. mss.). See on 
Act. 15,29 for the substitution of facio. The 
reading cogitate et agite was found in some 
copies of the late Vulgate, including the Glossa 
Ordinaria, as reported in Apolog. resp. Iac. Lop. 
Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 216, 1l. 866-878, as well 
as in 1522 Annot. The addition of cogitate et 
here, apparently influenced by cogitate at the 
end of vs. 8, lacks Greek ms. support. Manetti 
and Lefévre had just agite, as in most Vulgate 
mss. 


10 magnopere ueyóAos (“vehementer” Vg). Eras- 
mus gives a more literal rendering. Elsewhere 
he uses vehementer e.g. for Aiav and oqóBpa. 
Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre put magnifice. 


10 quod 51: (“quoniam” Vg.). See on Job. 1,20, 
and Annot. The rendering of Erasmus is the 
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same as that of Ambrosiaster and Manetti, 
while Lefévre had quia. 


10 iam tandem HSn ro1é ("tandem aliquando" 
Vg.). Erasmus seeks to render Sn more literally. 
However, at Rom. 1,10, he retained tandem ali- 
quando in rendering the identical Greek ex- 
pression. In Annot., he proposed iam aliquando, 
which had previously been used by Manetti. 
Lefèvre put just tandem. 


10 reuiguit vestra pro me sollicitudo &vebdAete TO 
Uttétp Euot ppoveiv (“refloruistis pro me sentire" 
Vg.) Erasmus paraphrases the sense, for the 
sake of clarity: see Annot. He lists the Vulgate 
rendering among the Soloccismi. For his reply 
to Stunica's objections, see Epist. apolog. adv. 
Stun., LB IX, 399 A-B. The version of Manetti 
had refloruistis vt pro me prudentes essetis, and 
Lefèvre reuiruistis, vt pro me sentiretis. 

10 in eo in quo et soliciti eratis Ep! © Kal 
Eppoveite ("sicut et sentiebatis” Vg.). Eras- 
mus also adopted in eo in quo for &g' @ at 
Phil. 3,12 (1516 only). At that passage, in 1519, 
he substitutes quatemus, a solution which he 
also adopts at Rom. 5,12 (1519). See Annot. In 
using soliciti, Erasmus continues the interpre- 
tation suggested by his use of sollicitudo earlier 
in the sentence. His spelling of solicitus is not 
consistent. In 1516, he always spelled the word 
as sollicitus, but introduced solicitus at five pas- 
sages in 1519, mostly in the Gospel of Luke. 
The present passage was the only such change 
in 1527. Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre put i 
quo et sentiebatis, and Manetti in eo in quo et 
sapiebatis. 

10 verum deerat oportunitas i\koupeiobe Sé (“occu- 
pati autem eratis" Vg.). Erasmus' rendering of 
éxoaipéopoi is comparable with his translation 
of eukoipéco by oportunitatem babeo at Mc. 6,31 
(1516 only), and by oportunitatem nanciscor at 
1 Cor. 16,12, and may further be compared 
with the Vulgate use of oportunitas for evxcupia 
at Mt. 26,16; Le. 22,6. See Annot. This word was 
consistently spelled oportunitas in 1516, but was 
changed to opportunitas at seven passages in 
1519, and then reverted to oportunitas again at 
three places in the 1527 edition, including the 
present passage. For verum, see on Job. 1,26. 
Lefévre likewise made use of oportunitas, having 
at oportunitatem nondum babebatis, while Manetti 
put Impediti autem fuistis. 

11 quod &mi ("quasi" Vg.). Erasmus is more 
accurate here. See Annot., and see also on 
2 Cor. 1,24. The same substitution was made 
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Kae? dOocrépnoiw  Aéyoy  tyo yàp 
čuaðov, èv ols sim, avtdpxns el- 
voi. Pola Kat tameivoŭoða, ofSa 
Kai repicceUtv: èv mavrl koi èv 
ToL pewna, Kal xoptåčeoðar Kai 
Trevav Kal mepiocsúeiv Kai  ÜoTe- 
peic9oa. Btrdavta doyóo iv TH 
tvBuvapoüvri pe Xpiotd. M qv 
KOA®sS étromjoate, Gcuykolvovricav- 
TÉ; pou Ti OAiwer. SolSate 8 
koi = Weis, Ọm, ót dv 
épxfj trod  süayyseMou, Ste èf- 
fjA0ov nò  MaxeBovias,  oUb5suía 
Hor éKAnoia é&koivovnosv eis Aóyov 
Sdcews Kai Aryeos, ei ut Opes 


uóvor ör Kal èv OecoaAovixn, 


413 1cyuw A-C: vo DE | 
Swoews DE 


evOuvapouvt: B-E: SuvayouvT: A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


iuxta penuriam loquar: nam ego di- 
dici, in quibus sum his contentus 
esse. "Noui et humilis esse, noui 
et excellere: vbique et in omnibus 
institutus sum, et saturari et esu- 
rire et abundare et penuriam pati. 
"Omnia possum per Christum, qui 
me corroborat. ^ Attamen recte 
fecistis, quod simul communicastis 
meae afflictioni. 5Nostis autem 
et vos Philippenses, quod in prin- 
cipio euangelii quum  proficiscerer 
a Macedonia, nulla mihi ecclesia 
communicauerit in rationem dandi 
et accipiendi, nisi vos soli: ‘nam 
et in Thessalonica quum essem, 


15 Soosws A-C: 


11 his B-E: in hisA | 12 humilis esse C-E: humiliari B | 13 per... corroborat B-E: in eo qui 
me potentem facit Christo Æ | 14 afflictioni C-E: tribulationi.4 B | 15 autem B-E: enim A | 
rationem B-E: ratione A | 16 in Thessalonica B-E: Thessalonicae A 


by Manetti, but Lefévre replaced quasi propter 
penuriam by quia indigerem. 


11 iuxta ko ("propter" Vg.). Erasmus gives a 
more literal rendering. See Annot. The version 
of Manetti had secundum. For Lefévre’s wording, 
see the previous note. 


11 loquar A&yco ("dico" Vg.). See on Job. 8,27 
for loquor. Erasmus uses the subjunctive, as this 
is only a hypothetical statement. 


11 nam ego tye y&p (“ego enim" Vg). See 
on Job. 3,34. 


11 is contentus esse or rápkms elvan ("sufficiens 
esse" Vg.; "in his contentus esse" 1516). Erasmus 
adds a pronoun, for the sake of completeness, 
and also to prevent the reader from attaching 
sum to contentus. The Vulgate word, sufficiens, 
does not adequately convey the meaning here: 
see Annot., and. cf. Erasmus’ replacement of suf. 
ficientia by animus sua sorte contentus in rendering 
avrápkeia at 1 Tim. 6,6. However, he retains 


sufficientia for o) rápxeia at 2 Cor. 9,8. Lefèvre 
put sufficientiam babere. 


12 Noui .. noui ol6a ... oTa ("Scio ... scio" 


Vg.). See on Rom. 14,14. 


12 humilis ese tomewvoto8a  ("humiliari" 
1516-19 = Vg). See on 2 Cor. 12,21. The ren- 
dering humilis esse was first introduced in the 
separate Latin N.T. of 1521. 


12 excellere vrepicoeueiv. ('abundare" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 3,7. In Annot., Erasmus argues that 
abundare does not provide a satisfactory contrast 
with the preceding use of Pumiliari. However, 
he is content to retain abundo later in the verse, 
where it forms a more natural antithesis to 
penuriam patior. 


12 saturari yoptaecbai ("satiari" Vg.). This 
substitution is in accord with Vulgate usage at 
all other N.T. instances of yoprá£co (except 
that the 1527 Vulgate column and the Froben 
Vulgate of 1514 have satiare at Mc. 8,4). Valla 
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commented in Elegantiae V, 78, "Satiare ad om- 
nes sensus attinet. Saturare ad vnum, gustum". 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre used the same verb 
as Erasmus. 

13 per Christum èv ... Xpio To (“in eo" Vg.; "in 
eo ... Christo" 1516). The Vulgate reflects the 
omission of Xpiotd@, as in codd. N* A B 
D* I and a few later mss. In cod. 2817, the 
word could originally have been omitted, as it 
looks as if it has been squeezed in at the end 
of a line of text. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817", supported by 1, 2105, 2816, with 
N or Deor and most later mss. The insertion of 
XpicTé has been thought by some to be an 
explanatory scribal gloss, possibly influenced 
by 1 Tim. 1,12 (1&6 évBuvapacavTi ue Xpio T 
"IncoU Te) Kupicn fiui). However, scribes who 
were seeking to harmonise the two passages 
could perhaps have been expected to add Xpi- 
oT® 'IncoU TH xupic hydyv rather than just 
Xpiotd. A different possibility is that a scribe 
accidentally omitted two letters (yo): cf. the 
omission of ToU Xpiotot by cod. N * at Phil. 
1,27, and by cod. C at Phil. 2,30, and the omis- 
sion of 8eoŭ by 38'6 at Phil. 3,3. For the use 
of per, see on Rom. 1,17. Manetti made the same 
change as Erasmus' 1516 edition. Lefévre put 
in Christo. 


13 qui me corroborat TH tvBuvapotvei ue (“qui 
me confortat" Vg.; “qui me potentem facit" 
1516). See on Act. 9,19, and Annot. The spelling 
in 1516, Suvapotvri, is the same as in cod. 69, 
though it could also have arisen from a type- 
setting error, as it conflicts with the text cited 
in 1516 Annot. The rendering proposed by 
Valla Annot. was qui me fortem facit or qui me 
validum reddit. Lefévre’s variation on this theme 
was qui me validum facit. 


14 Attamen tv ("Veruntamen" Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 7,2. Erasmus here follows Lefévre. Both 
mss. of Manetti's version omit this verse. 


14 recte kaAcos ("bene" Vg.). A similar substi- 
tution occurs at Mt. 15,7; 1 Tim. 3,12; lac. 2,19; 
2 Petr. 1,19, in accordance with Vulgate usage 
at 2 Cor. 11,4. More often Erasmus retains bene. 
Lefévre had probe. 


14 quod simul communicastis ovyKowwvicav- 
tes ("communicantes" Vg.). Greek aorist. Eras- 
mus understands the participle as having an 
explanatory sense: “by the fact of your having 
shared with me” rather than “while you were 
sharing with me”. He further provides a more 
precise rendering of the Greek prefix, ovy-, 
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distinguishing the verb from Koivævéw in the 
following verse. See on Rom. 2,15 for simul. 
14 meae afflictioni pou Ti Aiye (“tribulationi 
meae" Vg.; "meae tribulationi” 1516-19). The 
Vulgate word-order corresponds with tf 9Aí- 
wer pou in codd. D (F G). For afflictio, see 
on Job. 16,21. The use of meae afflictioni first 
appeared in the separate Latin N.T. of 1521. 
Lefèvre put pressurae meae. 


15 Nostis oiSate (“Scitis” Vg.). See on Rom. 
14,14. 


15 autem 8€ (“enim” 1516). Erasmus’ substitu- 
tion of enim in 1516 was probably influenced 
by the context rather than any difference of 
Greek wording. 

15 quum proficiscerer Ste ÈẸÑAGov ("quando 
profectus sum" Vg.). Erasmus substitutes the 
imperfect tense, possibly on the grounds that 
the Philippians assisted the apostle before he 
left Macedonia, as he received help from them 
while in Thessalonica (see vs. 16, below), which 
was part of the Macedonian province. Ambro- 
siaster had cum profectus sum, and Manetti quando 
veni. 


15 communicauerit &owcovrosv ("communi- 
cauit” Vg). Erasmus often preferred the sub- 
junctive in indirect statements: cf. on Zob. 
1,20. 


15 in rationem els Adyov (“in ratione" 1516 
7 Vg.). Erasmus is more literal here. The same 
change occurs in vs. 17. 


15 dandi et accipiendi Bdcews Kal Afjweos 
("dati et accepti" Vg.). The Vulgate interprets 
this phrase, in accountants' terminology, as 
referring to receipts and expenditure, whereas 
Erasmus understands it in a more general 
sense, to refer to the act of giving and re- 
ceiving. The spelling Swoecos in 1527-35 prob- 
ably arose as a misprint. Erasmus has the same 
rendering as Ambrosiaster. Manetti put dationis 
atque acceptionis, and Lefèvre similarly dationis 
et acceptionis. 


16 nam 5n (“quia” Vg.). See on Act. 11,24. 


16 in Thessalonica quum essem tv OcoooNovi- 
xn ("Thessalonicam" Vg.; "Thessalonicae cum 
essem" 1516). Erasmus' interpretation is more 
accurate here: see Annot. In Annot., lemma, he 
cites the Vulgate reading as im Thessalonicam, 
which was the rendering of Manetti. Ambro- 
siaster had in Thessalonica. Lefèvre put Thessa- 
lonice in his main text, but Thessalonicen in 
Comm. 
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&rra& Kai Sis eis thy ypsíav por 
éréupyate Voty öm mént TÒ 
Sopa, GAA’ EmiGyrÓ Tov kaprov 


tov mAeovdtovta eis Aóyov úpðv. 
Béméyc) Si mdavtTa Kal trepiccetion. 
TreTrAT|poopat, SeEcuevos trap& Emag- 
positou, tà map ópóv, ócunv eù- 
wbdias, 8ucíav Sexthv, eüópsorov TH 
Oem. Pó Sè beds pou TANpwoE mà- 
cav xpeiav Gudv, kat tov TÀoUTOV 
auto, èv Sófn, èv | Xpiotd "Inoo. 
? r6) Sk Be Kal trotpl fwd A 
8d€a cis Tots aldvas tæv aiovov, 
eur. 

2 Aotráoacðe TavTa &yiov iv Xpi- 
ot 'IooU. &cTáZovroi Op&s oi ovv 
épol &SeAgot. ? domdZovtar óp&s rráv- 
tes &yioi, udAiota 88 of èk Tis Kal- 
capos oikías. Á ydpis ToU KuUpiou 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


semel et iterum quod opus erat mihi 
misistis: "non quod requiram mu- 
nus, sed requiro fructum exuberan- 
tem in rationem vestram. —"Recepi 
tamen omnia, et abundo. Expletus 
sum posteaquam accepi ab Epaphro- 
dito, quae a vobis missa fuerant, 
odorem bonae fragrantiae, hostiam 
acceptam gratamque deo. Deus 
autem meus supplebit quicquid opus 
fuerit vobis, | secundum diuitias su- 
as, cum gloria, per Christum lesum. 
?Deo autem et patri nostro gloria 
in secula seculorum, Amen. 
?'Salutate omnem sanctum in 
Christo Iesu. Salutant vos qui me- 
cum sunt fratres. 2Salutant vos om- 
nes sancti, maxime vero qul sunt 
ex Caesaris familia. ? Gratia domini 


17 requiram B-E: reqiuram A | 18 Expletus B-E (expletus B): impletus.A | gratamque B-E: et 
gratam A | 19 supplebit B-E: implebit A | cum B-E: in. A | per Christum Iesum B-E: in 
Christo Iesu% | 20 autem B-E: vero 4 | secula seculorum C-E: saecula saeculorum A B 


16 semel &rro£. Erasmus here follows cod. 2817, 
in company with the late Vulgate and many 
Vulgate mss. (and Vg™). Nearly all Greek mss., 
including codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816, have «ai 
&rro&, corresponding with et semel in the versions 
of Manetti and Lefévre, together with some 
Vulgate mss. (and Vg“). 


16 iterum Sis (“bis” Vg). This substitution 
was consistent with Vulgate usage in rendering 
Gra kal Sis at 1 Thess. 2,18. In Annot., Eras- 
mus argued that semel et bis would mean “three 
times". His rendering is the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster. 

16 quod opus erat mibi elg Tijv ypelav uoi 
("in vsum mihi" Vg). Erasmus, more pre- 
cisely, interpreted xpeía as referring to "need" 
or “necessity”, not merely usefulness: see 
Annot. The rendering of Manetti had in vtil:- 
tatem ad me, and Lefèvre ad necessitatem meam 
michi. 

17 quod &t1 (“quia” Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 1,24, 
and Annot. The same change was made by 
Lefèvre. 


17 requiram &riyTóo (“quaero” Vg.). This sub- 
stitution produces consistency with the use of 
requiro later in the sentence to render the same 
Greek verb: see Annot. For Erasmus’ preference 
for the subjunctive after quod, see on Job. 1,20. 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had quaeram (posi- 
tioned at the end of this clause). 


17 munus TÒ Sópa ("datum" Vg.). The Vulgate 
choice of datum at the present passage makes 
no distinction between 5ópa and Sdéor1s, used 
in vs. 15. Elsewhere Erasmus replaces datum by 
donum in rendering S6pa at Mt. 7,11; Lc. 11,13 
(1519), consistent with Vulgate usage at Eph. 
4,8. In Annot., he cites "Ambrose" (i.e. Ambro- 
siaster) as the source of his rendering. Manetti 
and Lefèvre both put donum here. 


17 exuberantem tov vrAeovátovra ("abundan- 
tem" Vg.). See on Rom. 3,7. In Annot., Erasmus 
proposed qui redundet. Lefévre had copiosiorem, 
placed before fructum. 


17 in rationem vestram eis Aóyov Gyóv (“in ra- 
tione vestra" late Vg.). See on vs. 15. In Annot., 
lemma, in accordance with earlier Vulgate mss., 
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EPISTOLA AD PHILIPPENSES  4,6-23 


Erasmus cites the Vulgate as having rationem 
rather than ratione. 

18 Recepi &méyo ("Habeo" Vg.). The Vulgate 
renders the Greek verb as if it were merely £yco. 
The substitution of recepi, perfect tense, is in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at Mt. 6,2, 5, 16, 
though at these three passages Erasmus incon- 
sistently substitutes abeo, and likewise retains 


habeo for &méye at Lc. 6,24. See Annot. The 
version of Ambrosiaster had Percepi and Lefèvre 
recipio. 

18 tamen Sé (autem" Vg.). See on Job. 1,26. 


18 Expletus sum tenrhpwpa (“Repletus sum” 
Vg.; "impletus sum" 1516). Erasmus more often 
uses expleo in the sense of "fulfil" or "complete", 
and repleo for "fill". Possibly his reason for 
avoiding repletus here was that the word might 
be understood to mean "filled to excess" or 
“satiated”. Cf. his substitution of completi for 
repleti at Col. 2,10. See also Annot. 

18 posteaquam accepi  Ot&ópevos — "acceptis" 
Annot., lemma = Vg. mss.; exceptis" Vg. 1527). 
The 1527 Vulgate column follows the Froben 
edition of 1514. Erasmus retains the active 
sense of the Greek participle. See Annot. The 
rendering of Manetti put cum susceperim, and 
Lefèvre suscipiens. 


18 quae a vobis missa fuerant Tù Trap’ Uudv 
(“quae misistis" Vg.). The Vulgate use of misistis 
could have arisen from the need to produce an 
intelligible translation, rather than because of 
any difference of Greek text. The same could 
also apply to the Old Latin version, quae a vobis 
missa sunt, which was reproduced by Ambrosi- 
aster. If that was the case, the reading Tà trap’ 
Uydv Trugp8Evra in codd. F G (and possibly 
also TO Trap’ Upóv Trevpbév in cod. D*) could 
be viewed as representing an attempt to make 
the Greek wording agree more closely with the 
Old Latin. Nearly all other Greek mss. have 
the same text as Erasmus. By using a vobis, he 
gives a more precise rendering of trap’ Wydv 
than the Vulgate. See Annot. Both Manetti and 
Lefèvre, still more literally, put ea quae a vobis 
sunt. 


18 odorem dour (“in odorem" late Vg.). Eras- 
mus is more accurate here, arguing in Annot. 
that dcop is in apposition to r&. He adopts 
the same rendering as the earlier Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster and Lefévre. 

18 bonae fragrantiae eswdias (“suauitatis” Vg.). 
See on 2 Cor. 2,15; Eph. 5,2, and Annot. 
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18 gratamque £ü&pso rov (“placentem” Vg.; "et 
gratam" 1516). See on Rom. 1,21. Erasmus also 
uses gratus for &peoTós at Act. 12,3 (1519), and 
offers it as an alternative to placitum in Annot. 
on Act. 6,2. Cf. also Annot. on the present pas- 
sage. Erasmus’ addition of et or -que does not 
reflect any difference of Greek text, but pre- 
sumably arose from a desire to avoid asyndeton 
between two adjacent adjectives. Lefévre had 
beneplacentem. 

19 supplebit v^npoca (“impleat” Vg.; “imple- 
bit” 1516). For suppleo, see on Phil. 2,30. The 
Vulgate subjunctive corresponds with TrAnpd- 
oa in codd. D* F G and some other mss. In 
Annot., Erasmus further cites one of his mss. 
(“codex vnus”) as having that reading. It is 
found in cod. 2105 and also in cod. 69, while 
codd. 1, 2815, 2816, 2817 all have mAnpaoet. 
Valla Annot. and Lefèvre both advocated implebit, 
as in Erasmus' 1516 edition. 

19 quicquid opus fuerit vobis v&cav ypelav 
Uuóv ("omne desiderium vestrum" Vg.). For 
quicquid, see on Iob. 4,14. The Vulgate word 
desiderium was liable to be understood as mean- 
ing "longing" or "desire", whereas the required 
sense was "need" or “necessity”. In Annot., 
Erasmus cites indigentiam or necessitatem as al- 
ternatives to desiderium. These other renderings 
were proposed, respectively, by Valla Annot. 
and Lefévre. In Lefévre, the whole phrase became 
omnem necessitatem vestram. Manetti put omnem 
egestatem vestram. 


19 cum èv (“in” 1516 
1,4. 


19 per Christum lesum èv Xpiot& "Incoó 
(“in Christo Iesu" 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 
1,17. 


20 autem 5€ (“vero” 1516). See on Job. 1,26. 
Erasmus may have felt that this particle did not 
mark a strong contrast with what preceded, but 
rather a culmination. However, he restored the 
Vulgate wording in 1519. 


22 &yiot This reading is derived from cod. 
2815, together with a few other late mss. Most 
mss. have of &yioi, as in codd. 1, 2105, 2816, 
2817. 

22 vero 5€ (“autem” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,26. 
22 qui sunt ex Caesaris familia oi & tis Kaicapos 
olkías (“qui de Caesaris domo sunt" Vg.). For 
the substitution of ex, see on Iob. 2,15. For 


familia, see on 1 Cor. 1,16. Lefévre put qui ex 
Caesaris domo sunt. 


- Vg). See on Rom. 
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av “Inco XpicToU perà TávTov 
Gudv. &uńv. 
"Eypáen ard 'Pouns 
Sr "Eragpoéírov. 


Subscriptio Roma A E: Rhoma B-D 


23 nostri ġu&v. Erasmus here follows his cod. 
2817, together with 2105 and 2816, and also 
P“ D and some later mss., as well as most mss. 
of the Vulgate (with Vg**). Codd. 1, 2815 and 
most other mss. omit t\ydv, for which reason 
nostri was omitted by Lefèvre, in company with 
a few Vulgate mss. (and Vg"). 

23 omnibus vobis wévtwv Sudv ("spiritu vestro" 
Vg.) The Vulgate reflects the substitution of 
TOU trveUpatos for Trávrov, as in PY N* A 
B D F G and about fifty other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 
2816, with N ©" and 530 later mss. (see Aland 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


nostri Iesu Christi cum omnibus vo- 
bis. Amen. 


Scripta est e Roma 
per Epaphroditum. 


Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 3, pp. 597-9). See 
Annot. The textual question here is whether 
some scribes substituted rávrov for ToU Trveo- 
uaros under the influence of a passage such 
as 2 Thess. 3,18 (cf. also 1 Cor. 16,24; 2 Cor. 
13,13; Tit. 3,15), or whether mrávrow was au- 
thentic and some scribes replaced it by impor- 
ting ToU mveúparos from Phm. 25 (cf. also 
Gal. 6,18; 2 Tim. 4,22). Lefévre made the same 
change as Erasmus. 


Subscriptio Erasmus’ omission of trpés OA- 
Troíous, at the beginning of the subscription, 
is not supported by cod. 2817. 
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IIPOZ KOAAZZAEI2 
ETHZTOAH TIAYAOY 


TlatiAos &róooAos 'IncoU XpicToU 

Sic BeAńuaTos Geo, koi Tiyóðeos 6 
&beAQds, ?Tois iv KoAaccois &yíois Kai 
Tic'TOis &6eAqois £v Xpio T xópis Upiv 
Kai eiprivr ard Geo Trorrpós Tiuóv, Kai 
Kupiou 'IncoU Xpiotow. 

3Evyapiototpev TH 9&5 Kal tratpl 
Tot Kupiou fjucv Inoot Xpiotov, TrávTo- 
Te TEP! ÚpÕv Trpooeuyóusvor, ^ ókoUoav- 
tes THY río Tiv Udy èv XpicTÓ 'Inooó0, 


EPISTOLA PAVLI 
AD COLOSSENSES 


Paulus apostolus Iesu Christi per 

voluntatem dei, et Timotheus fra- 
ter, “iis qui sunt Colossis sanctis ac 
fidelibus fratribus in Christo: gratia 
vobis et pax a deo patre nostro et 
domino lesu Christo. 

3Gratias agimus deo et patri do- 
mini nostri lesu Christi, semper de 
vobis, quum oramus: *quoniam audi- 
uimus fidem vestram in Christo Iesu, 


Inscriptio EPISTOLA ... COLOSSENSES E: AD COLLOSSENSES EPISTOLA PAVLI A, 
AD COLOSSENSES EPISTOLA PAVLI B C, ERASMI VERSIO D | 1,2 ac B-E: et A 


1,2 iis Toig ("his" Vg.). Erasmus is more ac- 
curate. See on Rom. 4,12. Lefévre, with equal 
justification, omitted Pis, using the word-order 
sanctis qui Colossis estis. 


2 Kodacoais. This was the spelling found in 
cod. 2815, together with codd. 1 and 2816, and 
also cod. I and most later mss. In codd. 2105 
and 2817, with N B D F G and some other 
mss., it is KoAoccoís. Cf. Annot. 


2 ac xaí (“et” 1516 — Vg). See on Job. 1,25. 
Manetti made the same change. 


2 Christo (1st) Xpiotd ("Christo Iesu" Vg.). 
The Vulgate reflects the addition of "Irjco0, as 
in codd. A D* F G and a few later mss. The 
version of Lefévre made the same correction as 
Erasmus. 


2 et domino lesu Christo «cà. kupiou “Inoot 
Xpic ToU (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission is 
supported by codd. B D and some other mss., 
including codd. 2105 and 2816*. Erasmus' text 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1 and 28169", as well as $ A C F GI and most 
other mss. In 1522 Annot., he favoured omission 
of these words, partly because of the evidence 
of Theophylact, and partly because he viewed 
it as a scribal harmonisation influenced by 


similar expressions in other epistles. He further 
commented, in 1527 Annot., that copies of the 
Vulgate were at variance with one another on 
this point. Another possible interpretation of 
the evidence is that a few early Greek scribes 
deliberately omitted this phrase because it ap- 
peared repetitious, in view of the similar wording 
in vs. 3. Similar considerations may have promp- 
ted the even longer omission of &rró 800 ma- 
Tpós fuv Kal xupíou “Inco XpicToU from 
the text transmitted by codd. B F G at 1 Thess. 
1,1. The missing words were added by Manetti 
and Lefèvre Comm. (with Lefévre's usual spelling, 
Ihesu). 


3 de mepi (“pro” Vg.). The Vulgate may reflect 
the substitution of Umép, as in codd. B D* and 
a few later mss. However, the Vulgate elsewhere 
sometimes uses pro for mepi (e.g. at Mc. 1,44; 
Le. 2,27; lob. 17,9). See further on Rom. 14,12. 


3 quum oramus vrpoceuyóysvoi ("orantes" Vg.). 
By this change of construction, Erasmus en- 
sures that trdvrote mepi Opóv is connected 
with Eòxapıotoŭpev rather than with Trpoc- 
evyouevor. In cod. 2815, Tr&vroTe is transposed 
after óucv, with little other ms. support. 


4 quoniam audiuimus axoboavtes ( audientes" 
Vg.). Erasmus again avoids the participle, this 
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Koi Thy åyånnv Tijv eis Trávras Tous 
&yious, 581& thy Amida thy &mrokeipé- 
vryv Üuiv év rois ovpavois, fjv TrponkoU- 
care tv TH Aóyo Tfjs &An8elas ToU sù- 
ayyeAlou, É tot rrapóvros els Uus, kofcos 
Kai èv rravTi T KÓcuc, Kal Ec! kaprro- 
popoupevov, ka&cs kai év Uyiv, &o' fis 
fiuépass fjikoUcarre kal Éyvo»re Ti]v xápiv 
TOU BeoŬ èv &AnOcía. 7 ko&cos Kal éuáe- 
te Tape 'Errapp& ToU d&yatrntot ouv- 
SovAou dav, ds &cri ric TOS UTrép ÚV 
SidKovos ToU XpicToU, $ó Kal SnAwoas 
fiulv thy ópóv &y&rmnv v Trvevpari. 


1,7 mapa B-E: arro A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


et charitatem erga omnes sanctos, 
5propter spem repositam vobis in 
coelis: de qua prius audieratis per 
sermonem veracem euangelii, $quod 
peruenit ad vos, quemadmodum et 
in toto mundo etiam fructificat, sicut 
et in vobis, ex eo die quo audistis 
et cognouistis gratiam dei per verita- 
tem. "Quemadmodum et didicistis ex 
Epaphra dilecto conseruo nostro, qui 
est fidus pro vobis minister Christi, 
$qui et exposuit nobis vestram dile- 
ctionem in spiritu. 


5 per sermonem veracem B-E: in verbo veritatis 4 | 6 etiam B-E: et A | per veritatem B-E: 


in veritate 4 


time interpreting it in a causal rather than a 
temporal sense. In using the perfect tense, he 
gives a more accurate rendering of the Greek 
aorist. Manetti put cum audiuerimus, and Lefèvre 
cum audiuimus. 


4 charitatem tiv é&yámnv Tv ("dilectionem 
quam habetis" Vg.). See on Job. 13,35 for 
charitas. The Vulgate addition of quam habetis 
corresponds with the reading tiv éycirny fjv 
Éyere in PN A C D* (F G) and more than 
sixty other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 
D and about 500 other mss. The reading of 
cod. B is just thv &yárrmv (see Aland Die Pau- 
linischen Briefe vol. 4, pp. 104-6). Lefévre had 
dilectionem, omitting quam babetis. Both mss. of 
Manetti's version incorrectly had dilectione for 
dilectionem. 


4 erga els (“in” Vg.). See on Act. 3,25. Lefévre 
made the same substitution. 


4 omnes sanctos vr&ávras ToUs éyious ("sanctos 
omnes" Vg.). Erasmus follows the Greek word- 
order more literally. His rendering is the same 
as that of Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


5 repositam tiv &moreipévnv (“quae reposita 
est” Vg.). On this occasion, Erasmus shortens 


the wording, possibly to avoid a succession of 
subordinate clauses. In doing so, he follows the 
version of Lefévre. 


5 de qua Ñv (“quam” Vg.). Erasmus is elsewhere 
generally content to retain a direct object after 
audio. 


5 prius audieratis mponxovoate (“audistis” Vg.). 
Erasmus seeks to convey the nuance of the 
Greek prefix, Trpo-. For his preference for the 
pluperfect tense, see e.g. on Joh. 1,19. Manetti 
put antea audistis, and Lefèvre ante audiuistis 
(cf. Ambrosiaster, ante audistis). 


5 per sermonem tv 16 Aby% (“in verbo" 1516 
7 Vg.). For Erasmus’ use of per, see on Rom. 
1,17, and for sermo, see on Joh. 1,1. Both Ma- 
netti and Lefèvre put in sermone. 


5 veracem iis &Anelas (^ veritatis" 1516 = Vg.). 
This change is questionable, as the phrase 
*word of truth" is an established N.T. idiom, 
occurring elsewhere at 2 Cor. 6,7; Eph. 1,13; 
2 Tim. 2,15; Iac. 1,18, at all of which passages 
Erasmus has sermo (or verbum) veritatis. The 
phrase signifies not only that the word itself 
is "true" but that the subject matter of the word 
is the greatest of all truths, with reference to 
the Gospel. 


EPISTOLA AD COLOSSENSES 1,4-8 
6 quemadmodum xobas ("sicut" Vg). See on 

Rom. 1,13, and Annot. The version of Lefévre 

had vt. 


6 toto mavti (“vniuerso” Vg.). See on Act. 5,34, 
and Annot. The version of Lefèvre replaced in 
vniuerso mundo by in totum mundum (cf. Ambro- 
siaster, in uniuersum mundum). 


6 etiam fructificat kal Éoc1 kapmrogopoupevov 
(“est et fructificat et crescit" Vg; " et fructifi- 
cat" 1516). The Vulgate appears to make Éoi 
do service as two separate verbs, the first stand- 
ing alone, as est, and the second in combi- 
nation with Kkaptropopoupevoy, as fructificat. 
The Vulgate insertion of et crescit corresponds 
with the addition of kal av€avduevov, found 
in about 290 mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen 
Briefe vol. 4, pp. 106-8), including codd. 3 and 
2105, as well as mss. which were mentioned 
in Lefévre Comm. Evidently Erasmus had not 
yet inspected cod. 2105 at this passage when 
he compiled 1516 Annot., as at that time the 
only Greek testimony which he was able to cite 
in support of the longer reading was drawn 
from Lefèvre. In 385554 N A B C D* and a 
few later mss., the words koi av§avéyevov are 
added here, but xai omitted before Zot. In 
1519 Annot., Erasmus argues for the inclusion 
of this instance of kot, though he was aware 
of mss. which omitted it (cf. cod. 3, which sub- 
stitutes 6 for Kai). In omitting koi aùẸavópevov, 
Erasmus has support from codd. 1, 2815, 2816, 
2817, along with D°" and about 300 later mss. 
(see Aland, loc ct). Lefèvre had et fructificat 
atque augetur. 


6 et (2nd.) xai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
lacks Greek ms. support. See Annot. The cor- 
rection made by Erasmus gives the same wording 
as Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


6 co die quo ñs Ñpépas (“ea die qua” Vg.). See 
on Job. 1,29. Lefévre put die qua, omitting ea 
(cf. Ambrosiaster, qua die). 


6 Eyvoote, This reading was derived from cod. 
2817, supported by cod. 2816* but few other 
mss. In codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816" and most 
other mss., it was étréyvooTe. 


6 per veritatem tv &dnOeia ("in veritate" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 

7 Quemadmodum xobes (“sicut” Vg). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre made the same change. 


7 et xai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission is 
supported by 3p ‘id N A B C D* FG and 
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a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816, with Dor 
and most later mss. The version of Lefévre 
again made the same change as Erasmus. 


7 ex rapá (“ab” Vg.). The reading apd, adop- 
ted in 1519, is attested by cod. 3 and a few other 
late mss. Most mss. have dard, as in Erasmus’ 
1516 edition. 


7 dilecto &yannroŭ (“charissimo” Vg.). See 
on Act. 15,25. Erasmus has the same rendering 
as Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre (though 
in Manetti’s version, Urb, Lat. 6 omits dilecto 
Christi at the turn of a page, representing 
exactly one line of text in Pal Lat. 45). 


7 nostro *\dv. In Annot., Erasmus’ citation 
of this passage offers only Gyddv, but he ac- 
knowledges that the mss. are at variance with 
one another. The word ydv occurs here in 
cod. 69" and a few other late mss. The reading 
printed in Erasmus’ Greek text, fjucv, is sup- 
ported by codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss. 


7 fidus motds ("fidelis" Vg). See on 1 Cor. 
4,2. 


7 úmèp Gyudv SidKovos. The word-order of 
cod. 2815 is Sidkovos úmèp Udy, along with 
a few other late mss. 


7 Christi to XpiotoU (“Christi Iesu" Vg.). 
The Vulgate addition of lesu lacks Greek ms. 
support. The correction made by Erasmus 
produces the same rendering as Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti (Pal. Lat. 45), and Lefévre. 


8 et kai (“etiam” Vg.). The less emphatic word, 
et, has the meaning of “also” rather than 
“even”. Manetti made the same change. 


8 exposuit BnA@oas (“manifestauit” Vg.). Else- 
where Erasmus uses expono for rendering such 
verbs as EmriAvoo, ExTiOnu and yvæpičw. The 
point here is that the context requires the sense 
“make clear” or “explain” instead of “reveal”. 
At several passages, Erasmus follows the Vul- 
gate in rendering 8nAóc by significo, at 1 Cor. 
1,11; Hebr. 9,8; 1 Petr. 1,11; 2 Petr. 1,14. For 
his frequent removal of manifesto, see also on 
Toh. 1,31. Lefèvre put indicauit. 


8 vestram dilectionem tiv Sov — &yá&mrmv 
("dilectionem vestram" Vg). In placing ve 
stram first, Erasmus follows the Greek word- 
order more literally, giving the same render- 
ing as Ambrosiaster. In cod. 2815, óuóv is 
omitted. 
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? Ai& ToUTo Kai huels, dp’ fis ué- 
pas ġkoúcapev, où mavópeða rèp æv 
Trpooeuxópevo Kai altoupevol, Iva TAN- 
poXOfyre thy &mrlyvociv ToU Oc poros 
aÙTOŬ £v rác) copia kai ouvécel Trvev- 
patiki, 2 mepirarioa Gnas &£fcs roO 
Kupíou, eis Tr&cav &péokeiav, £v mavti 
Épyc yal kaprrogopoUvres, Kai aù- 
Eavopevor eis Thv Errtyvoociv ToU S00, 
Ney áo 5uvápe Suvapovpevor, KATA 
TO Kpatos Tis 56Ens atrrov, eis Tr&cav 
UTropovtyy kai paxpobupiav uerà xapás, 
? ejy apio ToUvTes TH Tratpl, TH ikaveo- 
cavri tas els Thy epia roO KAT}pou 
TÀv &yícv èv TG pati, “ds Eppvcato 
Tuas &k tis Eoucias ToU okóTous, Kai 
petéothoev eis Thy BaciAefav ToU vioŭ 
Tis &yatrns adtot, Ev à Exouev tiv 
é&rroAUTpociy Sià ToU aipatos aÙTOŬ, 


10 apeoxeiav A B D E: apeoxeias C (compend.) 


9 desinimus E: desiuimus A-D | 
potentes 4 | potentiam B-E; robur A | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


?Propterea et nos, ex quo die 
audiuimus, non desinimus pro vo- 
bis orare et poscere vt impleamini 
agnitione voluntatis eius, in omni 
sapientia et prudentia spirituali: 
vt ambuletis digne domino, vt 
per omnia placeatis, in omni ope- 
re bono fructificantes, et crescen- 
tes in agnitionem dei, 1 omni 
robore corroborati, iuxta potentiam 
gloriae illius, ad omnem toleran- 
tiam ac patientiam cum gaudio: 
Pgratias agentes patri, qui idoneos 
nos fecit ad participationem sortis 
sanctorum in lumine, qui eri- 
puit nos a potestate tenebrarum, 
ac transtulit in regnum fili sibi 
dilecti, “per quem habemus re- 
demptionem per sanguinem ipsius, 


11 omni robore corroborati B-E: in omni potentia facti 
ad B-E: in A | 


tolerantiam ac patientiam B-E: 


patientiam et longanimitatem A | 12 ad participationem B-E: in partem A | 13 a B-E:deA | 
ac B-E:et.A | sibi dilecti B-E: charitatis suae/4 | 14 per quem B-E: in quo A 


9 Propterea Aix ToUto ("Ideo" Vg). See on 
Rom. 13,6. Manetti had Propter hoc, and Lefèvre 
Quamobrem. 


9 quo die fjg fjuépas ("qua die” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 1,29. Lefèvre put die qua. 


9 desinimus (desiutmus: 1516-27) ... orare et poscere 
Travépeba ... rrpocevxóuevoi kal altoUpevor 
(“cessauimus ... orantes, et postulantes" Vg.). 
See on Eph. 1,16, and Annot., for Erasmus’ use 
of desino with an accompanying infinitive. His 
substitution of the present tense in the 1535 
Latin rendering is more strictly in accordance 
with the tense of mavuópeða. In replacing postulo 
with posco, Erasmus may have wished to make 
this prayer of the apostle sound less like a 
demand, though the usual rendering of air&o 
in such a context is peto. He retains postulo at 
lac. 1,5-6; 4,2; 1 Ioh. 5,15, and even substitutes 
it for peto at Mt. 7,11, all in the context of 
prayer to God. Cf. on Act. 3,14. Ambrosiaster 


and Manetti put cessamus ... orantes et postulantes, 
and Lefèvre cessauimus (cessamus in Comm.) ... 
orare et postulare. 


9 prudentia ouvice (“intellectu” Vg.). Erasmus’ 
rendering of copia xal ovvecis by sapientia 
et prudentia is identical with the Vulgate trans- 
lation of copia kal ppdvnais at Eph. 1,8. For 
his inconsistent treatment of oWveots, see on 
1 Cor. 1,19. Lefèvre put intelligentia. Both mss. 
of Manetti's version omitted et intellectu. 


10 domino toU kupiou (“deo” Vg.). The Vulgate 
has little support from Greek mss. See Annot. 
The same change was made by Manetti. In 
Lefévre's version, deo per omnia placentes was 
replaced by ad omne placitum domini. 

10 vt per omnia placeatis cis &cav àp- 
oxerav (“per omnia placentes" Vg.). At this 
point, to some extent, both versions offer a 
paraphrase. Erasmus prefers to avoid using the 
present participle. In Annot., he gives in omnem 
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placentiam as a more literal rendering, which is 
comparable with Manetti's use of ad omnem 
complacentiam. Exasmus further cites "Ambrose" 
(Le. Ambrosiaster) as having ad omne placi- 
tum, which was also the wording adopted by 
Lefévre. 

10 in agnitionem cis Tiv. Eniyvwou (“in sci- 
entia" Vg.). See on Rom. 3,20 for agnitio. The 
Vulgate corresponds more closely with & TÑ 
Emryvoos, as in cod. N°" and twenty-three 
later mss. The reading of p“ N* A B C D* 
F G I and eighteen other mss. is Tij &rryvoce 
(omitting év). However, as the Vulgate some- 
times deliberately renders eis and the accusa- 
tive by iz and the ablative (see, for example, 
in omni patientia in vs, 11), its underlying Greek 
text here remains uncertain. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, 
and also D° and about 540 later mss. (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 4, pp. 109-11). 
Ambrosiaster had in agnitione, and Lefèvre in 
cognitione. 

11 omni tv Tác (“in omni” 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Joh. 1,26. 


11 robore corroborati Suvéuer Suvayoupevor 
(“virtute confortati" Vg.; "potentia facti po- 
tentes" 1516). For corroboro, see on Act. 9,19. 
Erasmus tries to preserve the close linguistic 
connection between noun and verb: see Annot. 
The rendering of Lefévre was potestate valentes. 


11 iuxta xará (“secundum” Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 


11 potentiam 1o kpé&ros ("robur" 1516). This 
substitution in 1516 was a consequence of 
Erasmus' change from virtus to potentia in 
rendering Súvapış earlier in the sentence. In 
1519, he restored the Vulgate word. 


11 gloriae Tfjs SóEns ("claritatis" Vg.). See on 
lob. 5,41, and Annot. The rendering adopted by 
Erasmus is the same as that of Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre. 


11 illius awtot (“eius” Vg.). Erasmus uses the 
more emphatic pronoun to refer back to dei in 
vs. 10. Manetti put suae. 


11 ad omnem tolerantiam ac patientiam el; &cav 
Utropoviyy kai poxpo8uuíav (“in omni patientia 
et longanimitate" Vg.; "in omnem patientiam 
et longanimitatem" 1516). Erasmus is more 
literal in using the accusative here. See on Rom. 
2,4 for tolerantia and patientia, and on Iob. 1,25 
for ac. Erasmus’ 1516 edition has the same 
wording as Ambrosiaster. 
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12 patri và trortpi (“deo et patri" late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate corre- 
sponds with the reading T& 0e kal tratpi in 
cod. C and some later mss, among which 
are codd. 1, 2815, 2816°" “d, In cod. X and 
a few other mss, it is v 9e Trap, and in 
codd. F G 0&5 1& tratpi (cf. deo patri in many 
Vulgate mss.). Erasmus’ text is supported by 
cod. 2817, with 2105, 2816* and most other 


mss, commencing with $“ A B D. See 
Annot. The change made by Erasmus agrees 
with some mss. of the earlier Vulgate, and with 
the versions of Ambrosiaster and Lefévre, while 
Manetti had deo patri. 


12 qui idoneos nos fecit 1&3. ikavocavT has 
(*qui dignos nos fecit" Vg.). This substitution 
is consistent with the Vulgate rendering of 
ikavóc at 2 Cor. 3,6. See on 1 Cor. 15,9 for 
comparable changes in rendering ixavds. See 
also Annot. The version of Manetti substituted 
quia for qui, and Lefévre had qui nos suffecit. 


12 ad participationem eis tiv uepiba (“in par- 
tem” 1516 = Vg.). Erasmus finds a clearer way 
of rendering the Greek expression, though par- 
ticipatio is comparatively rare in classical usage. 
At the other N.T. instances of uspís, he retains 
pars. 


13 a ix (“de” 1516 = Vg). See on Job. 8,23. 
Erasmus has the same rendering as Ambrosiaster. 
Lefévre put ex. 

13 ac xai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 
13 sibi dilecti tis &yérrns aùÙtoŭ (“dilectio- 
nis suae" Vg.; "charitatis suae" 1516). Erasmus 
wishes to eliminate the Hebraistic mode of ex- 
pression: see Annot. Cf. on Iob. 17,12 (filius per- 
ditus for filius perditionis). For the substitution 
of charitatis in 1516, see on Job. 13,35. The 1516 
rendering was the same as that of Ambrosiaster. 


14 per quem tv ® (“in quo” 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,17. 


14 per sanguinem ipsius Bix TOU alpatos aÙTOŬ 
(Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission is supported 
by most mss., commencing with codd. N A B 
C D F G, and including codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 
2816*. Erasmus added this phrase from cod. 
2817, with support from cod. 2816"* and many 
other late mss. In Annot., he simply says that 
"Graeci codices" contain these words, without 
acknowledging that some of his mss. favour 
omission. It is possible that some scribes bor- 
rowed this phrase from Eph. 1,7. Manetti had 
per sanguinem suum. 
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Thy &gpseciv TÀv dpaptidyv, Pós éotiw 
£lkcov ToU Geo ToU dopdtou, | poró- 
Tokos Tráons KTicews, ‘Sm: èv auTO 
extio®r Tà rrávra, Tà èv vois oUpavois 
Koi Tà Eri Tíjs yfjs, Tà óporrà Kal rà 
&óparra, eire 0póvoi, cite KUPIÓTNTES, eire 
&pxad, eire &&ouoíon. Ta Trávra Š? ato 
Kai els aùTtòv Extiota, 1 Kai adtds tomi 
Tpó TrávrOv, Kal TA TavTa v aÙT® 
cuvéoTnke kai atrtdés totiv f] KEPAN 
TOU cocos Tis &kAnoías, ds Eotv &p- 
XÁ., TPWTOTOKOS EK TOV vekpóv, Iva yévn- 
Ta Èv THO AUTOS mrporreUov, Póri Èv 
aÙTÕ evSdxnoe T&v TÒ TAPWA karr- 
oikfjcot, xoi Sr auto &rrokacroAAá- 
Eat Tà Trávra els aU Tóv, cipnvotroiticas 
Sia ToU aipatos ToU cTaupoU aUToU, 


20 eipnvotroinoas A C-E: etpivotroinoas B 
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remissionem peccatorum: qui est 
imago dei inconspicui, | primogenitus 
vniuersae creaturae, quod per illum 
creata sint omnia quae in coelis sunt 
et quae in terra, visibilia et inuisi- 
bilia, siue throni, siue dominationes, 
siue principatus, siue potestates. Om- 
nia per illum et in illum creata sunt, 
"et ipse est ante omnia, et omnia per 
illum consistunt: ‘et ipse est caput 
corporis ecclesiae, qui est principium, 
primogenitus ex mortuis, vt sit in om- 
nibus ipse primas tenens: P quoniam 
in illo complacitum est patri vni- 
uersam plenitudinem inhabitare, ?et 
per eum reconciliare cuncta erga se, 
pacificatis per sanguinem crucis eius, 


15 inconspicui B-E: inuisibilis 4 | 16 prius per illum B-E: in illo A | 17 per illum B-E: 


in illo A 


14 remissionem viv &qeoww ("et remissionem" 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of a con- 
junction corresponds with kal Thv Speci in 
cod. 2816. See Annot. The correction made by 
Erasmus agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Manetti 
and Lefévre Comm. (the 1492 edition of Ambro- 
siaster had remissione, omitting et). 


15 inconspicui toO &opárou (“inuisibilis” 1516 
= Vg.). Erasmus wished to avoid the possibility 
that £nuisibilis, which could equally be under- 
stood as a nominative or a genitive, might be 
taken to apply to imago, and he therefore chose 
a different word. See Annot., and also Resp. ad 
annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, p. 250, Il. 303-309, 
on this point. À disadvantage of this change 
is that the reader might suppose that inconspicui 
in vs. 15 represented a different Greek word 
from that which is translated by inuisibilia in 
vs. 16, though it is &óparos in both places. 
Further, inconspicuus could have an unwanted 
pejorative sense, “undistinguished”, and not 
merely “unable to be seen”. Both words are rare 
in classical Latin usage. At the other instances 
of &dpatos (Rom. 1,20; 1 Tim. 1,17; Hebr. 
11,27), Erasmus is content to retain izuisibilis. 


15 vniuersae táng ("omnis" Vg.). See on Job. 
8,2; Act. 5,34. Erasmus uses the same rendering 
as Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put omni creatura for 
omnis creaturae. 


16 quod... creata sint 611 ... &río8n] ("quoniam 
.. condita sunt” late Vg.). The substitution of 
creata was intended to preserve the link between 
éxtiofn and kTíoeos in vs. 15, and also to 
provide consistency with the use of creo to 
render &kricrat at the end of vs. 16. See Annot. 
By further changing quoniam to quod, Erasmus 
perhaps wished 571 to be understood here as 
meaning "by virtue of the fact that", rather 
than giving it a strictly causal sense. Valla 
Annot. similarly objected to the Vulgate use of 
condo. Manetti put quontam ... creata sunt, and 
Lefèvre quia .. creata sunt. 

16 per illum (1st.) £v att& (“in ipso" Vg; “in 
illo” 1516). See on Rom. 1,17, and Annot., for 
the substitution of per. See also Resp. ad annot. 
Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, pp. 249-50, Il. 292-301. It 
could be argued, however, that Erasmus obscures 
the distinction between év ojTÓ and 81’ aùtoŬ, 
used near the end of this verse. For the removal 
of ipse, see on Rom. 1,20. 
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16 omnia (lst) và mávra (“vniuersa” Vg.). 
Having just used vziuersus to mean “the whole 
of" in vs. 15, Erasmus now changes to omnis 
in the sense of “all”. This alteration is consistent 
with the Vulgate use of omnia for tà rrávra 
later in the present verse, and agrees with the 
wording of Ambrosiaster Manetti and Lefévre. 
16 quae in coelis sunt et quae và Èv Tois oUpavols 
Kol T (“in coelis et” Vg.), The Vulgate may 
reflect a text omitting both instances of Td, 
as in P“ N * B and a few later mss. In codd. 
D* FG, only the first T& was omitted. Erasmus’ 
text follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 
1, 2105, 2816, as well as Xœ A (C) D" and 
most later mss. See Annot. The rendering of 
Manetti had que sunt in caelis: et que, and Lefèvre 
quae in coelis et quae. 

16 per illum et in illum BY otrtot Kai ets aùtóv 
(“per ipsum et in ipso” Vg.). For the removal 
of ipse, see again on Rom. 1,20. Erasmus’ use 
of in illum to render cis avtév is more accu- 
rate: see Annot., where he also suggests in ipsum. 
The latter rendering was previously proposed 
by Valla Annot. 


17 omnia (ist) t&vtwv (“omnes” Vg.). In 
Annot., Erasmus argues that the genitive should 
be interpreted as a neuter, in view of the 
adjacent references to Tà Trávra. Manetti and 
Lefévre made the same change. 

17 per illum tv ott ("in ipso" Vg.; “in illo" 
1516). See on Rom. 1,17 for Erasmus' use of 
per, and on Rom. 1,20 for his avoidance of ipse. 
See also Annot. 


17 consistunt ouvéotn«e ("constant" Vg.). Eras- 
mus wanted a word which would convey the 
sense "come into existence" rather than "be 
preserved", though there is a considerable over- 
lap of meaning between the two Latin verbs: 
see Annot. The rendering of Manetti had con- 
stitere, and Lefévre constiterunt. 


18 primas tenens rpoyreUcov ("primatum tenens" 
Vg.). Possibly Erasmus wished to avoid prima- 
tus because of its ecclesiastical sense of epis- 
copal supremacy, and because it was not widely 
used by classical authors. However, he retains 
primatum gero in rendering qiAompcoreUo at 
3 Iob. 9. C£. Annot. The version of Manetti had 
presidens, and Lefèvre primatum gerens. 


19 quoniam Suvi ( quia" Vg.). See on Rom. 8,21. 
Manetti made the same change. 

19 illo atte (“ipso” Vg.). See again on Rom. 
1,20 for Erasmus' avoidance of the unnecessary 
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reflexive pronoun. Here he wanted to make 
clear that odo referred to the Son rather than 
the Father. Cf. Annot. In Lefèvre, the first part 
of this clause was rendered by quia Peneplacuit 
in se. 


19 complacitum est patri eùSórnoe ("compla- 
cuit” Vg). Erasmus adds patri to reinforce 
his interpretation of the passage, as meaning 
that it was the will of the Father that all the 
fullness should dwell in the Son. See Annot., 
and also Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, 
p- 250, Il. 311-323. For Lefévre’s rendering, see 
the previous note. 


19 vniuersam Tv (“omnem” Vg). See on Ioh. 
8,2; Act. 5,34. Manetti translated this part of 
the sentence by vt omnis plenitudo inhabitaret. 


19 plenitudinem tò TA}pwpa ("plenitudinem 
diuinitatis” late Vg.). The late Vulgate addi- 
tion has little support from Greek mss., and 
as pointed out in Annot., looks like a harmoni- 
sation with Col. 2,9. Erasmus mentioned this 
passage in the Quae Sint Addita. See also Resp. 
ad annot. Ed. Lei, ASD IX, 4, pp. 250-1, ll. 325- 
332. His rendering agrees with the earlier Vul- 
gate, Ambrosiaster (1492), and Lefévre (both 
columns). For Manetti's wording, see the pre- 
vious note. 


20 reconciliare &moxataAAdc&on (“reconciliari” 
late Vg.). As indicated in Annot., the Greek 
verb has an active sense. Erasmus’ correction 
gives the same wording as the earlier Vulgate 
and Ambrosiaster. Manetti had vt ... reconcili- 
entur, 


20 cuncta tà vrávra (“omnia” Vg.). This change 
was for the sake of variety, as Erasmus retained 
omnia in vss. 16-17. See also on Zob. 8,2. 


20 erga se eis aùtóv (“in ipsum" Vg.). As 
before, Erasmus wishes to avoid excessive use 
of ipse: cf. Annot. For erga, see on Act. 3,25. 
Lefèvre put in se. 


20 pacificatis sipryvorrorjcos (“pacificans” Vg.). 
In Annot., Erasmus objected to the combination 
of the present participle with the impersonal 
verb, complacuit. Nor was the present participle 
an accurate representation of the Greek aorist. 
However, Erasmus' use of the ablative abso- 
lute construction required an ablative noun or 
pronoun, such as iis, to be inserted (or under- 
stood) so as to form a satisfactory link with the 
following quae. In Annot., he accordingly sugges- 
ted pacificatis et iis quae. Lefèvre put pacificando 
omnia. 
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r avo, eire Tà Emi tis yijs, eire v 
tri Tois oUpavois. ? koi Up&s mote öv- 
Tas &rnAAorpiconévous, Kai éxBpous TH 
Siavoia èv rois Epyois Toig Trovnpois, 
2vuvi BE å&mokaThAagev èv TH ocmpa- 
T! Tis capkós auToU Bic ToU Oavérou, 
TapaoTfjooi Up&s &yíous Kai épcopous 
Kal &veykAfyrous karrevooymiov aUToU. 
B ef ye émripévete TH Tiote: reOeueAicopé- 
vot Kal é5paioi, Kal pr) peroxivoUpevor 
åmò Tfj; éATriBos ToU evayyediou, of 
fikoUcare, ToU knpuy8évros àv Táon 
TH KTice fj UT TOV oópavóv, oU èys- 
vóunv £yo» ITaOAos 81óKovos. 

?^ Nüv xaipw èv rois maðńuací pou 
UTrép Uu, kal &vravorrAnpó Tà ÚTE- 
punata Tdv BAivewv ToU Xpic ToU £v TH 
capkí pou UTrép ToU coyaros aÙ | TOU, ó 


éotiv fj &kAnoía, iis èyevóunv èy% 


22 exhiberet B-E: adiungeret A | 


irreprehensibiles B-E: irrepraehensibiles A | 
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per eundem, siue quae in terra sunt, 
siue quae in coelis. Et vos qui 
quondam eratis abalienati, et inimici 
mente in operibus malis: Z nunc 
tamen reconciliauit in corpore carnis 
suae per mortem, vt exhiberet vos 
sanctos et irreprehensibiles et incul- 
patos in conspectu suo. Siquidem 
permanetis in fide fundati ac stabi- 
les, nec dimouemini a spe euangelii, 
quod audistis, quod praedicatum est 
apud vniuersam creaturam quae sub 
coelo est, cuius factus sum ego Paulus 
minister. 

^ Nunc gaudeo super afflictionibus 
meis pro vobis, et suppleo quod de- 
erat afflictionum Christi in carne mea, 
pro corpore ipsius, | quod est eccle- 
sia: cuius ecclesiae factus sum ego 


23 nec 


dimouemini D E: et immobiles 4, nec dimoueamini B C | apud vniuersam creaturam B-E: 
vniuersae creaturae Á | 24 super B-E:in A | afflictionum C-E: afflictionibus 4 B | 25 eccle- 


siae B-E: om. A 


20 per eundem BV awtot (Vg. omits). The Vul- 
gate omission is supported by codd. B D* F 
G I and some other mss., including 2105*. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
with 1, 2816 and most other mss., commencing 
with B% N A C D" 048". See Annot. In view 
of the use of the same words earlier in the 
sentence, it does not seem likely that a scribe 
would have deliberately added this phrase here, 
if it were missing from his exemplar. Corre- 
spondingly, if the phrase were originally part 
of the text, it is understandable that some 
scribes might have considered it to be superflu- 
ous and hence deleted it. However, the words 
can be interpreted as contributing an important 
emphasis to the apostle’s statement. In Valla 
Annot., the suggested wording was per ipsum. 


20 quae in terra sunt, siue quae in coelis và Eri 
tis yijs, etre Tà Etti Toi; oópavois (“quae 
in coelis, siue quae in terris sunt” Vg. 1527; 
“quae in terris, siue quae in coelis sunt” Vg. 
mss.). The transposition of coelis and terris by 
the 1527 Vulgate column follows the Froben 
edition of 1514 (cf. Ambrosiaster, que in celis 


sunt: siue que in terra). For Erasmus’ use of an 
earlier position for sunt, see on Rom. 2,27. The 
Vulgate plural, terris, lacks explicit Greek ms. 
support. In cod. 2815, &ri roig was replaced 
by &v ois, as in many other mss., commencing 
with P% N A B C D (F) G. The text of Eras- 
mus followed cod. 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
(2816) and many other late mss. (cod. 2816 
omits Tis). Manetti and Lefèvre both made the 
same change from terris to terra, but otherwise 
followed the word-order of the earlier Vulgate. 


21 vos qui quondam eratis Suds more Óvras 
(“vos cum essetis aliquando" Vg.). Erasmus 
avoids the possibility that cum might be under- 
stood in a causal rather than a temporal sense. 
Further, his word-order is nearer to the Greek 
text. See on Rom. 7,9 for quondam. Ambrosiaster 
had vos quondam, Manetti cum vos essetis aliquan- 
do, and Lefèvre vos cum aliquando essetis. 


21 abalienati &rmANoTpicogévous (“alienati” 
Vg.). See on Eph. 2,12. Lefèvre had facti alieni. 


21 mente TÑ Siavoia (“sensu” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,28, and Annot., partly following Valla 
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Annot. The same change was made by Manetti, 
whereas Lefévre put intelligentiae. 


22 tamen 6€ ("autem" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,26. 
Lefévre put certe. 


22 iv. This word was omitted by cod. 2817, 
together with P“. 


22 suae otrtoU ("eius" Vg.). The reflexive pro- 
noun is required here, if Christ is understood 


as the subject of reconciliauit: see Annot. However, 
if the Father is the implied subject of the verb, 
then eius is more appropriate, with reference to 
the flesh of Christ. Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same change as Erasmus. 


22 9avárov. The text cited by Lefèvre Comm. 
adds aùTtoŬ, as in codd. XÑ A and some later 
mss. 


22 ut exhiberet wapactijoa (“exhibere” Vg; 
“vt adiungeret" 1516). Erasmus avoids the infini- 
tive of purpose. The change to adiungo in 1516 
is also found at vs. 28. Manetti had vt constitueret, 
and Lefèvre ot constituat. 


22 irreprebensibiles et inculpatos &ycopous Kal 
&veyxArjrous. ("immaculatos et irreprehensi- 
biles" Vg). See on Eph. 1,4 and 1 Cor. 1,8, 
together with Annot. 


22 in conspectu suo xacrevoymov axrroü ("coram 
ipso" Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 2,17. Erasmus has the 
same rendering as Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 
Manetti put coram deo. 

23 Siquidem ci ye ("Si tamen" Vg.). See on 
Epb. 3,2. Ambrosiaster had the same rendering 
as Erasmus. 


23 ac xai (“et” Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. Erasmus’ 
version was again the same as that of Ambro- 
siaster. Manetti omitted the word. 


23 nec dimouemini «cà yi) petaxivoupevor (“et 
immobiles" 1516 — Vg; "nec dimoueamini" 
1519-22). Erasmus sought to remedy the inaccu- 
racy of immobilis, as the Greek participle meant 
"not moving" rather than "not able to be 
moved". For nec, see on Job. 2,16. Lefèvre had 
et immoti. 


23 apud vniuersam creaturam tv vào Tfj KTÍOSI 
(“in vniuersa creatura" Vg.; “vniuersae creaturae" 
1516). Erasmus prefers apud, referring to the 
audience rather than the location. In Annot., 
he omits Tfj from his citation of this passage, 
in company with cod. 69, and also 396 N* A 
B C D* F G and a few later mss. However, as 
Erasmus sometimes displays a lack of precision 
in his treatment of the Greek article elsewhere 


1,20 - 25 
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in Annot., it is uncertain whether this instance 
of omission was directly caused by his use of 
a particular ms. His continuous text followed 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
2816, and also N °" D* and most later mss. 
The version of Lefèvre put in omni creatura. 


24 Nunc Nov (“qui nunc" Vg.). The Vulgate 
corresponds with the reading 65 viv in codd. 


D* FG. See Annot. Both Manetti and Lefèvre 


made the same change as Erasmus. 
24 super tv (“in” 1516 = Vg.). See on Act. 3,10. 


24 afflictionibus meis ... afflictionum vois mað- 
paci pou ... Tdév OAiweov ("passionibus ... 
passionum" Vg.; “afflictionibus meis ... affli- 
ctionibus" 1516-19). The Vulgate reflects the 
omission of you, together with most mss., 
commencing with codd. %* A B C DFG, 
and including codd. 1, 2815, 2816*. Erasmus’ 
text here follows cod. 2817, with 2816°" as well 
as Nr and some later mss. In cod. 2105, pou 
is retained, but Tà Yoteptata TvV GAfyeov 
is replaced by Tà otiyuata. See on Rom. 1,26; 
8,18, for passio and afflictio. Erasmus follows 
the Vulgate in treating m&Onya as identical in 
meaning with 0Aiyis at this passage. The sub- 
stitution of afflictionum first appeared in the 
separate Latin N.T. of 1521. Manetti put passio- 
nibus meis ... tribulationum, and Lefèvre passionibus 
meis ... pressurae (cf. Ambrosiaster, passionibus ... 
pressurarum). 


24 suppleo &vravamAnpó) (“adimpleo” Vg.). 
C£. on Phil. 2,30, and Annot. The substitution 
made by Erasmus agrees with the version of 
Ambrosiaster. The rendering of Lefévre was vice 
eius impleo. 


24 quod deerat Tà GoTspr)puarra: (“ea quae de- 
sunt" Vg.). At 2 Cor. 9,12 and 1 Thess. 3,10, Eras- 
mus was content to retain a plural rendering 
for UoTeprjpacra. See Annot. Similar omissions 
of the antecedent pronoun occur at 1 Thess. 
3,10; Tit. 1,5, in accordance with Vulgate usage 
at 2 Cor. 11,9. The rendering of Manetti was 
defectus, while Lefévre had quae desunt (omitting 
ea). 

24 ipsius oy ToU (“eius” Vg.). Erasmus this time 
prefers a more emphatic pronoun, referring 


back to Christ and also making a heightened 
contrast with mea. Manetti put suo. 


25 cuius ecclesiae fs (“cuius” 1516  Vg.). Erasmus 
adds ecclesiae, to prevent euius from being mis- 
understood to refer to the preceding corpore: see 
Annot. 
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SidKovos KaT& Tv oikovopiay ToU Geo, 
Tijv Sobciody pot eis uðs TÀnpócoi 
Tov Adyov toU 0co0, *%Td uuoThpiov 
TO é&mokekpuupévov tò TÓv alovov 
kai &Tó TÓVv yevedv. vuvi 5e épavepo- 
On rois &yíoi; avTOU, 7 ols AHEANCEV 
Óó 865 yvwpioa tis ó TAoÜTos TÄS 
5ó6ns tol puotnpiou TowTou £v Tois 
&Oveciv, Os got! Xpiovós èv Uyiv, f) ÈA- 
Tis Tfjg 5óEns, Sv peş KatayyéA- 
Aoutv, vouOeroUvTes TravTa &ávOpoorrov, 
Kai 815&ckovTes Trávra avOpwtrov èv 
Tréon copia, iva tapactiowpev Tráv- 
Ta &vOporrov TéAeov Ev Xpiotdé "In- 
coU: eis 6 Kal komið, &ycvitóuevos 
Kar&à Tijv évépyeiav aUToÜU, Tijv évep- 
youuévnv èv uol èv 6uváya. 


26 spavepwðn A B D E: apavepwbn C 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


minister iuxta dispensationem dei, 
quae data est mihi in vos implendi 
sermonem dei, ? mysterium quod re- 
conditum fuit a seculis et a genera- 
tionibus. Nunc autem patefactum est 
sanctis illius, 7 quibus voluit deus 
notum facere quae sint diuitiae glo- 
riae mysterii huius inter gentes, qui 
est Christus in vobis, spes gloriae: 
quem nos annunciamus, admonen- 
tes omnem hominem, et docentes 
omnem hominem in omni sapi- 
entia, vt exhibeamus omnem homi- 
nem perfectum in Christo Iesu: ad 
quod etiam enitor, decertans secun- 
dum efficaciam eius, agentem in me 
per virtutem. 


25 sermonem B-E: verbum A | 26 seculis B-E: saeculisA | patefactum B-E: manifestatum A | 
27 inter gentes B-E: in gentibus 4 | 28 exhibeamus B-E: adiungamus A | 29 etiam enitor, 
decertans B-E: laboro, periclitans 4 | per virtutem B-E: in virtute 4 


25 iuxta kar& ( secundum" Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 


25 in vos cis opas (“in vobis" late Vg.). Erasmus 
is more accurate here, restoring the earlier 
Vulgate reading. See Annot., where he cites in 
vos from "Ambrose" (i.e. Ambrosiaster). In the 
1516-27 editions of Annot., Erasmus’ note on 
this point is misplaced after his comment on 
vs. 26 (mysterium). In 1535, instead of being 
moved back to its correct place, this note was 
moved forward to vs. 27, apparently in the 
mistaken belief that cis üp&g was a variant 
reading for èv piv in that verse. Lefèvre put 
ad vos. 

25 implendi wAnpócoi (“vt impleam" Vg.). 
For Erasmus' occasional use of the gerund con- 
struction, see on Joh. 1,33; 1 Cor. 7,36. Ambro- 
siaster offered ad implendum. 


25 sermonem tov Aóyov (“verbum” 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Iob. 1,1. Lefèvre made the same change. 


26 reconditum éroxexpuppévov ("absconditum" 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 2,7. Lefèvre put occultum. 


26 a (2nd.) &ró (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion lacks explicit support from Greek mss. 
Erasmus' correction agrees with the rendering 
of Ambrosiaster. 


26 patefactum. est tpavepwOn (“manifestatum 
est” 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. Manetti put 
manifestum est, and Lefèvre manifestum factum 
est. 


26 illius cyroU (“eius” Vg.). The changed pro- 
noun was perhaps intended to refer back, more 
remotely, to Christ in vs. 24 (cf. 1 Thess. 3,13; 
2 Thess. 1,10). Manetti put suis. 


27 notum facere quae sint diuitiae y voopiaon Tis 
6 TÀoUTos ("notas facere diuitias" Vg.). The 
Vulgate corresponds with the replacement of 
tis ó TrrAoUros by róv TrActTov in cod. D*, 
or by Td mAoUTos in codd. F G. Most mss. 


EPISTOLA AD COLOSSENSES 


have yvcopícot ti td TAoUTos, as in codd. 
1, 2105*, 2815, 2816, together with P* A B 
Der H, and this was the reading cited in 1516 
Annot. and Lefèvre Comm. In a further note (on 
és tcr), Erasmus seems to contradict his 
previous mention of ti Tó by asserting that 
wAoUTos is masculine “to the Greeks”. In his 
continuous Greek text, he follows cod. 2817, 
with support from i C and some later mss. 
From other passages, it appears that the apostle 
treated TrAoU TOS sometimes as masculine, and 
sometimes as neuter, a phenomenon which has 
led to manuscript variation at 2 Cor. 8,2; Eph. 
1,7; 2,7; 3,8, 16; Phil. 4,19; Col. 2,2. In Annot., 
Erasmus attributes his rendering to "Ambrose" 
(i.e. Ambrosiaster), though the latter had used 
a different verb, demonstrare quae sint diuitiae. 
Valla Annot. likewise had tis ó for Tí Tó here, 
and offered the rendering notum facere quae 
diuitiae. Lefèvre put notum facere quae sunt diuitiae, 
closely resembling the version of Erasmus. 


27 mysterii voU uvoTnpíou (“sacramenti” Vg.). 
This change produces consistency with vs. 26. 
See on Eph. 1,9, and Annot. The substitution 
made by Erasmus was in agreement with the 
wording of Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot., Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 


27 inter gentes tv ois Éüveciv ("in gentibus" 
1516 = Vg.). See on Joh. 15,24. 


27 qui est óc tot (“quod est” Vg). The Vul- 
gate reflects the substitution of à for 5s, as in 
39/5 A B F G and a few other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 
1, 2105, 2816, and also N C D H I and most 
later mss. See Annot. In Valla Annot., it was 
suggested that ds tot should be rendered by 
quae sunt (connecting with diuitiae), based on 
the supposition that tAottos was masculine 
in gender in this passage. Manetti and Lefévre 
both had the same rendering as Erasmus. 


27 in vobis iv Oyiv. See on vs. 25 (in vos), 
regarding a confused reference in Annot. to a 
variant reading. 


28 admonentes vouOeroOvres (“corripientes” 
Vg.). See on Rom. 15,14. In Annot., Erasmus 
also gives monentes as an alternative, cited from 
Ambrosiaster. Valla Annot. suggested either mo- 
nentes or commonefacientes. The rendering adopted 
by Erasmus was the same as that of Manetti 
and Lefévre. 


28 omnem hominem (2nd.) mávra  &v8po»- 
Ttov (omitted in late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). 


1,25 - 29 
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The late Vulgate omission is supported by 
codd. D* F G and a few other mss. See Annot. 
In cod. 2815, the whole phrase xai $15&oxov- 
tes Trávra ðvðpwmov was omitted through 
homoeoteleuton, in company with a few other 
late mss. The version of Lefévre made the same 
correction as Erasmus. The word-order of Ma- 
netti was omnemque bominem docentes. 


28 exhibeamus Tapaothowpev (“adiungamus” 
1516). See on vs. 22, above. Manetti and Lefévre 
both put constituamus. 


29 ad quod eis & (“in quo" Vg.). Erasmus is 
more accurate here, adopting the same word- 
ing as Lefèvre. Valla Annot. proposed in quod, 
which Erasmus gives as an alternative rendering 
in Annot. 


29 etiam «ai (“et” Vg.; omitted in 1516 Lat.). 
In omitting this word, the 1516 Latin version 
conflicted with Erasmus' Greek text, but agreed 
with the rendering of Ambrosiaster and the 
Froben Vulgate of 1491, as well as cod. 2816. 
For etiam, see on Iob. 6,36. 


29 enitor komico (“laboro” 1516 = Vg). Else- 
where Erasmus usually retains Jaboro for this 
Greek verb. In the present passage, since &yw- 
vióuevos immediately followed, he wanted a 
word which better suited the theme of striving 
in a contest. See Annot. 


29 decertans é&ywvilouevos (“certando” Vg.; 
“periclitans” 1516). Erasmus’ rendering repro- 
duces the participial form of the Greek word. 
A similar substitution of decerto occurs at 2 Tim. 
4,7, in accordance with Vulgate usage in ren- 
dering &yooviZopcn at Job. 18,36. Sometimes he 
retains certo. See on 1 Cor. 9,25, and Annot. The 
versions of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre 
put certans. 


29 efficaciam thy èvépysiav (“operationem” 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 12,10. In Annot., Erasmus 
also suggests using vim, a word which he 
adopts elsewhere in rendering Súvapış (see on 
1 Cor. 14,11). 


29 agentem iv tvepyoupévny (“quam operatur" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 7,5, and Annot. By substituting 
efficaciam and agentem, Erasmus abandons any 
attempt to reproduce the affinity which exists 
between évépyeia and tvepyéco. Ambrosiaster 
and Lefévre Comm. put quae operatur. 


29 per virtutem èv Buvdyer (“in virtute" 1516 
7 Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. Lefévre had in pote- 
state. 
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Ofw yap ÜUu&s eiSévon, fjAiKov 

&yGva Éxo) mepi Wudv Kal tov èv 
Aaobikeia, Kal dc01 où% &opákaci TÒ 
Tpdcwrtrév pou iv capki, 7 iva mapa- 
KANI ai kapSia aùtõv, cupPipa- 
o8évtoov év dryatrn, kai eis rrávra TrAOU- 
Tov Tfj; WAnpogopias TÄS cuvéosos, 
eis &rríyvociv ToU uuoTnpíou ToU 0toU 
kai TrxTpós Kai ToU XpicToU, 38 & 
ciot Trévres oi Onacaupoi Tfj; copias kai 
Tis yvooews åmókpupoi. *voUro BE 
Aéyo, iva ph Tis Was TrapaAoyifntan 
iv miðavoroyig. Sei yàp Kal Tfj sapri 


24 vpas ABD E: nuas C 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Nam volo vos scire, quantam sol- 

licitudinem habeam de vobis et his 
qui sunt Laodiciae, et quotquot non 
viderunt faciem meam in carne, ?vt 
consolationem accipiant corda illo- 
rum, quum fuerint compacti in chari- 
tate et in omnem opulentiam certae 
persuasionis intelligentiae, in agnitio- 
nem mysterii dei et patris et Christi, 
3in quo sunt omnes thesauri sapientiae 
ac scientiae reconditi. *Hoc autem 
dico, ne quis vobis imponat probabili- 
tate sermonis. *Etenim quamuis carne 


2,1 quantam sollicitudinem B-E: quantum certamen A | 2 omnem opulentiam B-E: omnes 
diuitias A | certae/4 D E: certe BC | 3 acB-E:etA | 4 probabilitate B-E: in probabilitate 4 


2,1 Nam volo QtAw y&p ("Volo enim" Vg.). 
See on Job. 3,34. Lefévre began the sentence 
with Vos autem scire vellem. 


l quantam sollicitudinem — Mov &y@va 
("qualem sollicitudinem" Vg; “quantum cer- 
tamen" 1516) The Greek adjective, 7\Aixos, 
means *how much" or *how great" rather than 
“what kind of": see Annot. The 1516 substi- 
tution of the more literal certamen ("struggle" 
or "contest") is matched by a similar change 
at 1 Thess. 2,2, consistent with Vulgate usage 
at Phil. 1,30; 1 Tim. 6,12; 2 Tim. 4,7; Hebr. 12,1. 
See Annot. At the present passage, in 1519, 
Erasmus had second thoughts as to the ap- 
propriateness of certamen, and restored the 
Vulgate word. Ambrosiaster (1492) had the 
word-order quantam pro vobis et pro bis solli- 
citudinem. Both Manetti and Lefèvre put quale 
certamen. 


1 de mepi ("pro" Vg). The Vulgate possibly 
reflects the substitution of Utrép, found in 
P“ N A B C D^?" H and a few other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 
1, 2105, 2816, with D* F G 0208 and most 
other mss. See on Rom. 14,12, and Annot., and 
see also on Col. 1,3 for the occasional Vulgate 
practice of rendering mepi by pro. 

1 bis té&v (“pro his” Vg.). The Vulgate repeti- 
tion of pro lacks explicit Greek ms. support. 
Lefèvre put zs in his translation, and pro iis in 
his Vulgate text. 


1 quotquot 6co1 (“quicunque” Vg). See on Gal. 
3,10. Erasmus uses the same rendering as Am- 
brosiaster. Lefèvre put ¿is quicunque in his main 
text, and its qui in Comm. 


2 consolationem accipiant vapoxAn8óotv (“con- 
solentur" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 14,31. Erasmus’ 
version is again identical with that of Ambro- 
siaster. 


2 illorum avtév (“ipsorum” Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,20. Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre put eorum. 

2 quum fuerint compacti oup[Bao9évrov (“in- 
structi” Vg. 1527 and Vg. mss.; "constructi" 
Annot., lemma). The Vulgate may reflect the 
substitution of cuupipacttvres (or cuvpipa- 
cOÉvrss), as in P“ N * A B C D* H and a few 
later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
Ner por and most later mss. The question 
here is whether cuufipac8évrow was a scribal 
alteration, to produce agreement with the im- 
mediately preceding avtév, or whether an 
early corrector changed ovpPiPacbévteov to 
cuppiBactévres (masculine nominative) so as 
to agree with Sco in vs. 1. Erasmus similarly 
replaces constructum by compactum in vs. 19. See 
also on Eph. 4,16, and Annot. The version of 
Ambrosiaster had cum fuerint instructi, Manetti 
qui instructi sunt, and Lefèvre instructorum. 


2 omnem opulentiam mávta TAOUTOV ("omnes 
diuitias" 1516 = Vg.). See on Eph. 2,7. Lefèvre 
put omnibus diuitiis. 


EPISTOLA AD COLOSSENSES 24-5 


2 certae persuasionis Tis mÀnpogopías (plenitu- 
dinis" Vg.). At 1 Thess. 1,5; Hebr. 10,22, Erasmus 
replaces plenitudo by certitudo, and at Hebr. 6,11 
he puts plena certitudo for expleto, in rendering 
the same Greek word. See further on TANpogo- 
péco at Rom. 4,21, and Annot. This passage was 
assigned to the Loca Obscura. Lefèvre had plenariae 
certitudinis. 


2 intelligentiae Tijg ouvtoews (“intellectus” Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 1,19. Erasmus retains intellectus 
at 2 Tim. 2,7. Lefévre made the same change 
at the present passage. 


2 in agnitionem els Eriyvwow (“in agnitione" 
late Vg. and some Vg. mss., with Vg"). Eras- 
mus is more accurate in adopting the accusa- 
tive, which was also used in some Vulgate mss. 
(with Vg“). Ambrosiaster put ad agnitionem, 
and Lefèvre in cognitione. Manetti's version 
omitted this phrase. 


2 et patris kai watpds (“patris” Vg.). The Vul- 
gate corresponds with tratpds (omitting Kai), 
as in codd. N* A C 0484 0208 and thirteen 
later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, and also N°" 
D! and more than 550 later mss. More than 
seventy of these, including codd. 2105 and 
2816, omit kai after matpds. (See Aland Die 
Paulinischen Briefe vol. 4, pp. 111-15). See Annot. 
The wording of this part of the sentence, ToU 
8coU xai Trarpós Kai ToU XpioroU, has been 
subject to a multitude of variants among the 
mss. The reading which appears the most 
strange among these, and which might be 
thought to be a lectio difficilior, is ToU 0:00 
Xpiotod (“of God Christ” or “of God, of 
Christ”), as exhibited by P“ B and still favoured 
by some editors. If the original text contained 
kal tratpdés Kai ToU after 0coO, however, it 
would not be particularly surprising if the 
scribe of 33 6 (or one of his precursors) acciden- 
tally managed to omit the four words in ques- 
tion, as this manuscript is characterised by 
numerous careless omissions, some of them 
quite extensive. It is understandable that scribes 
who were offended by tod 8:00 XpicToU 
would have tried a variety of expedients to 
remedy what they considered to be a defective 
wording. On the other hand, the presence of 
kai Tratpds Kai ToU between 9:00 and Xpic roO 
might also have posed difficulties for a few 
copyists, as the apostle more commonly referred 
to "God our Father and our Lord Jesus Christ" 
or "the God and Father of our Lord Jesus 
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Christ" rather than "the God and Father and 
Christ". The familiarity of the other expres- 
sions could therefore have led some scribes 
to delete kai before Trarpós or before ToU 
Xpic'ToU (as occurred in codd. 2105 and 2816). 
In Annot., Erasmus understands the longer 
reading to mean “of him who is God and 
Father, and of him who is the Anointed”. An 
alternative interpretation could be “of their 
God and Father and of Christ” (cf. 1 Thess. 
3,11). Both Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same change as Erasmus, in adding et before 
patris. 

2 Christi ToU Xpiotod ("Christi lesu" Vg.). 
The Vulgate addition lacks Greek ms. support, 
other than the bilingual cod. 629 (see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 4, p. 113). Manetti 
and Lefévre omitted Jesu (cf. Ambrosiaster, 
whose version replaced patris Christi lesu by in 
Cbristo). 

3 ac xai ("et^ 1516 = Vg.). See on Joh. 1,25. 

3 reconditi &móxpugoi ("absconditi" Vg.). See 
on 1 Cor. 2,7, and Annot. The same change was 
proposed by Lefévre. 


4 ne quis iva uf, tis (“vt nemo" Vg.). See on 
lob. 3,20 for Erasmus' avoidance of vt when 
followed by a negative. Manetti anticipated this 
change, while Lefèvre had ot nullus. 

4 imponat Tapadoyifnta (“decipiat” Vg.). 
For this use of impono, cf. on Eph. 4,14. Lefèvre 
had the non-Latin paralogizet. 


4 probabilitate sermonis tv mi8avoAoyiqa (“in 
sublimitate sermonum" late Vg.; “in probabili- 
tate sermonis" 1516). Erasmus strives for greater 
accuracy, though the Ciceronian word probabi- 
litas is rare in classical usage and does not have 
quite the same pejorative sense as Ti8avoAoyía. 
His choice of blandiloquentia at Rom. 16,18 (for 
xenoToAoyía) was more apt. See Annot., where 
the spelling of the Greek word is rei&avoAoyío, 
as in cod. 1. For Erasmus' later omission of 
in, see on Job. 1,26. The earlier Vulgate put sub- 
tilitate instead of sublimitate. Ambrosiaster had 
in subtilitate sermonis, and Lefèvre in persuasione 
eloquentiae. 

5 Etenim quamuis ei yàp xai ("Nam etsi" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 3,7 for etenim, and on 2 Cor. 4,16 
for quamuis. Manetti had Etsi enim. 


5 carne Ti) capi (“corpore” Vg.). Erasmus 
is more precise on this point: see Annot. 
Both Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change. 
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Gren, GAA TH TveUpami cUv Üyiv 
eim, xaípov Kal pAémov ðv TAV 
TIV, Kal TO ocrepéogua Tris eis 
XpicTóv tiotews av. 

$'Os otv trapeAdBete Tov Xp- 
otév ‘Inootv Tóv küpiov, iv atria 
Trepitrareite, — ^ippijouévoi koi èt- 
oikoðopoúpevo: èv atta, kai Beßa- 
oupevor. èv Ti tioter, Kaðds 5- 
SáxðnTe, mepiooevovres èv aùr èv 
evyapiotic. 

8 BAémete ut) tis wuas gota ó 
ovAaywydv Bik Tfjg plAocopias kai 
Kevijs &Tr&Tns, KaT Tv trapddoow 
TÀV évOpwirwv, KaTa TH otoya 
ToU Kéoyou, Kal ov kerà Xp 
otév. ’öT tv atte katok r&v 


8 ovAaywyov B-E: ovAAaywyov A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


sim absens, tamen spiritu vobiscum 
sum, gaudens ac videns vestrum 
ordinem et soliditatem vestrae in 
Christum fidei. 

$Quemadmodum igitur accepistis 
Christum lesum dominum, ita in 
eo ambulate, sic vt radices habe- 
atis in illo fixas, et in illo super- 
struamini confirmeminique per fi- 
dem, sicut edocti estis, exuberantes 
in ea cum gratiarum actione. 

*Videte ne quis sit qui vos 
depraedetur per philosophiam et 
inanem deceptionem, iuxta consti- 
tutionem hominum, iuxta elemen- 
ta mundi, et non iuxta Christum. 
?Quoniam in illo inhabitat omnis 


5 ac B-E: et A | 7 sic... fidem B-E: radicati, et superstructi in ipso et confirmati in fide A | 
cum B-E: in A | 8 depraedetur C-E: depredetur A B | constitutionem B-E: traditionem 4 


5 sim absens rey ("absens sum” Vg.). For 
Erasmus’ preference for moving sum to an 
earlier position, see on Rom. 2,27. In using the 
subjunctive, he follows Lefévre, who had absens 
sim. Manetti put absum. 


5 tamen &\AG ("sed" Vg.). Erasmus wished to 
soften the harshness of the literal Vulgate ren- 
dering of the Greek sentence structure, as the 
preceding conditional clause would lead the 
reader to expect this to be followed by the 
equivalent of "nevertheless" rather than "but". 
Manetti and Lefévre, for the same reason, 
replaced sed spiritu by spiritu tamen. 


5 ac kai ("et^ 1516 = Vg). See on Job. 1,25. 


5 vestrum ordinem Spav thy vó&w ("ordinem 
vestrum" Vg.). Erasmus renders the Greek word- 
order more literally. 


5 soliditatem TÒ otepéwya firmamentum" 
Vg.). In classical usage, firmamentum tended to 
mean a "support" rather than strength or dura- 
bility. Erasmus similarly uses solidus to render 
otepeds, replacing firmus at 2 Tim. 2,19, and 
also replacing fortis at 1 Petr. 5,9, consistent 
with Vulgate usage at Hebr. 5,12, 14. He reserves 
firmus mainly for rendering Bépoios. 


5 vestrae in Christum fidei tis elg Xpiotov 
Tío Tecos Uu (“eius quae in Christo est fidei 
vestrae" Vg.). In using the accusative, Christum, 
Erasmus is more accurate, and his change of 
word-order produces a clearer rendering. As 
pointed out in Annot. and Valla Annot., the 
Vulgate addition of eius was superfluous. Valla 
proposed vestrae quae in Christo est fidei, which 
was adopted by Lefévre. 


6 Quemadmodum ‘Qs ("Sicut" Vg). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Erasmus has the same rendering as 
Ambrosiaster. Lefèvre had vt. 


6 igitur oŭv (“ergo” Vg). See on Job. 6,62. 
Lefévre made the same change. 


6 Christum lesum tov XpicTóv 'IncoOv ("Iesum 
Christum" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The late 
Vulgate word-order lacks Greek ms. support. 
A different word-order is found in cod. D and 
a few later mss., which have tov KUpiov "In- 
coUv XpicTóv. Erasmus’ correction agrees with 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefévre (apart from Lefévre's usual spelling, 
Ihesum). 


6 dominum tov kóüpiov (“dominum nostrum” 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of nostrum 
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has little support from Greek mss. See Annot. 
In his citation of the passage in 1527-35 Annot., 
Erasmus follows Lefèvre Comm. in omitting 
tov, though it was present in nearly all mss. 
His rendering is that of the earlier Vulgate, 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


6 ita. Erasmus adds this word, to make a 
smoother connection with the earlier quem- 


admodum. 


6 eo aùr& (“ipso” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,20. 
Lefévre made the same change. Both mss. of 
Manetti's version had ipsum. 


7 sic ut radices habeatis in illo fixas tppiGwpévor 
(“radicati” 1516 = Vg.). See on Eph. 3,17. Erasmus 
repeats in illo for the sake of clarity. 


7 in illo superstruamini confirmeminique Èt- 
oikoSopoupevor év att, Kal BeBorovpevor 
(“superaedificati in ipso, et confirmati" Vg.; 
“superstructi in ipso et confirmati” 1516). In 
cod. 2817, the words év aùt®& Kai BeBarov- 
pevoi were omitted, through homoeoteleuton. 
The replacement of participles by subjunctives 
follows on from Erasmus' use of sic vt earlier 
in the sentence, and takes account of the fact 
that the Greek participles are present tense 
rather than aorist: see Annot. His word-order 
is less literal than the Vulgate. See on 1 Cor. 
3,10 for superstruo, and on Iob. 1,39 for -que. As 
before, Erasmus removes the Vulgate’s over- 
emphatic ipso: see on Rom. 1,20. Lefévre put 
aedificati in co, et firmati (cf. Ambrosiaster, who 
also uses edificati, but otherwise agrees with the 
Vulgate). 


7 per fidem tv ij miota (“in fide" 1516 = late 
Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. The earlier Vulgate 
omits iz, corresponding with the omission of 
èv in codd. B D* H 0208 and a few later mss., 
including cod. 2105. Erasmus' Greek text follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1 and 2816, 
and also X D*" and most later mss. (cf. also 
codd. A C I, which have just èv miotsen). 


7 sicut ka&cos ("sicut et” Vg.). The Vulgate 
addition of et has little support other than 
cod. D*, which adds kai. Manetti made the 
same change as Erasmus. Lefèvre had vt (placed 
after in ea). 


7 edocti estis &&ib&y Ort (“didicistis” Vg.). Eras- 
mus conveys the passive sense of the Greek verb 
more accurately. The same change was made 
by Manetti and Lefèvre (cf. Ambrosiaster, docti 
estis). 
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7 exuberantes wepi\coevovtes (“abundantes” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 3,7. 


7 in ea iv ori) (“in illo" late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate corresponds with èv av, as in codd. 
Ner D*, and also cod. 1. In the earlier Vulgate, 
together with codd. N * A C H* I“ 0208 and 
a few later mss., the phrase is altogether omitted. 
Erasmus’ text follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
alongside 2105 and 2816, with B D°" H™ and 
most later mss. The main textual question here 
is whether scribes added év aùtÃ from Col. 4,2, 
or whether these words are authentic but were 
accidentally omitted through an error of para- 
blepsis (or homoeoarcton) passing over from 
èv before aùTt to èv before evyapiotig. The 
phrase év aij was again omitted by cod. N * 
at Col. 4,2. The version of Lefévre made the 
same change as Erasmus, but positioned in ea 
after fide. Manetti put in ipsa. 


7 cum èv (“in” 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 1,4. 
Erasmus’ wording was the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


8 sit qui vos depraedetur Spas EoTA ó cuAayco- 
yv (“vos decipiat" Vg.). The spelling ovAAa- 
yoyàv in 1516 follows cod. 2815, with support 
from codd. 1 and 2105. Most mss. spell the 
word as ovAaycyóv. Erasmus’ rendering is 
more accurate. This passage is listed among the 
Loca Obscura. The phrase vos depr(a)edetur was 
also used by Ambrosiaster (1492), by Jerome’s 
commentary on Hos. 12,1 (1516 edition; prin- 
ted as deprebendat in CCSL 76, p. 132), and by 
Jerome’s commentary on Gal. 4,3 (as indicated 
in Annot.), and their wording was in turn 
adopted by Lefévre. 


8 deceptionem &métns (“fallaciam” Vg). A 
similar substitution occurs at Me. 13,22, in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at Mc. 4,19. At 
2 Thess. 2,10, deceptio replaces seductio. By contrast, 
at Hebr. 3,13, Erasmus puts seductio in place of 
fallacia, rendering the same Greek word. See 
further on decipio at Rom. 7,11. 


8 iuxta (three times) até (“secundum” Vg.). 
See on Act. 13,23. Manetti had secundum ... iuxta 
Secundum. 


8 constitutionem viv mapáðoov (“traditionem” 
1516 = Vg). See on Act. 6,14. 

9 Quoniam 611 (“quia” Vg). See on Rom. 8,21. 
This change was anticipated by Manetti. 


9 illo ast& (“ipso” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,20. 
Lefévre had eo. 
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TO TAT POA Tfjs BEÓTNTOS CWMATIKÕSŞ, 
V koi tote èv | atte remAnpcoouévor, ds 
gOTIV f) KEMAAN Tráons &pyfis Kai &£ov- 
cias, "tv d Kol TepietnOnte Tepito- 
Li) &yeiporrorro, év TH dtrexSUcer ToO 
coparos TOV époaprióv Tis capkós, 
èv TH mepirou ToU XpicToU, ouv- 
Tapéevtes aUTO fv TH Botrticpati, èv 
© Kal cuvnyép8nre Sid TÄS TríoTECoS 
Tis evepyeias ToU Geo, ToU éyeipav- 
Tos aUTÓv èk TOv vexpdv. Bai duds 
vekpoUs óvras Tois Traporrropac:i Kai 
Tíj &«popuoía Tis capkós ouv, ouv- 
efwotroinoe cUv aUTO, yapicáuevos 
fiuiv Trávra Ta mapomTouero, èg- 
aAgivas TO Kad’ Adv yelpdypagov, 
Tois Séyuaow 6 Av Urevavtiov fiiv, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


plenitudo deitatis corporaliter, "et 


estis in il|lo completi, qui est ca- 
put omnis principatus ac potestatis, 
1 per quem et circuncisi estis circun- 
cisione quae fit sine manibus, dum 
exuistis corpus peccatorum carnis per 
circuncisionem Christi, ° consepul- 
ti simul cum illo per baptismum, 
in quo simul etiam cum illo resur- 
rexistis per fidem operationis dei, 
qui excitauit illum ex mortuis. “Et 
vos quum essetis mortui per delicta 
et per praeputium carnis vestrae, si- 
mul cum illo viuificauit, condonans 
nobis omnia delicta, "deleto quod 
aduersus nos erat, chirographo, quod 
erat contrarium nobis per decreta, 


13 cuveGcoorroimoe A B-D (exc. -sev A B-D): ouvečworoinoev nuas A*, cuvetwrroinoev E 


11 per quem B-E: in quo A | per circuncisionem B-E (per circumcisionem B-D, per circūcisio- 
nem Æ): in circumcisione A | 12 per baptismum B-E: in baptismo 4 


9 deitatis tis eórryros (“diuinitatis” Vg.). Eras- 
mus is content to retain dixinitas for 8adTn5 
at Rom. 1,20. Moreover, deitas did not occur 
in classical usage. Cf. Annot. 


10 completi tewAnpcouévoi (“repleti” Vg.). See 
on Phil. 4,18. Other substitutions of completus 
for plenus occur at Col. 4,12; 2 Ioh. 12. 


10 ac kai (“et” Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. Manetti 
also made this change. 

11 per quem tv & ("in quo" 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,17. 

11 quae fit sine manibus &yeiporroryroo ("non 
manu facta" Vg.). Erasmus similarly uses sine 
manibus factum for non manu factum at Mc. 
14,58, but retains non manu factum at 2 Cor. 5,1. 


For his frequent avoidance of sine, see on Joh. 
8,7. C£. also Annot. 


11 dum exuistis corpus tv ti &mekoUce ToO 
coparos (“in expoliatione corporis” Vg.). A 
comparable replacement of expolio by exuo occurs 
in rendering d&trexSVopon in vs. 15, below (in 
1516 only), and at Col. 3,9. The Vulgate word 
ex(s)poliatio, which was not used by classical 
authors, could be taken to imply a violent act 
of despoilment, whereas the Greek metaphor 


depicts the body or "the flesh" as a garment 
which the believer voluntarily removes from 
himself (meaning that he renounces his former 
sinful nature). In Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., 
ASD IX, 2, p. 218, 1l. 894-899, Erasmus similarly 
criticises the use of ex(s)polio at Col. 3,9, on the 
grounds that it suggested an act of force. 


11 peccatorum TOv &paoprióv (Vg. omits). The 
Vulgate omission is supported by p“ N* A 
B C D* F G and thirty-four other mss. Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 
1, 2105, 2816, as well as X © D^ and about 
550 later mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 4, pp. 115-17). See Annot. These words have 
sometimes been considered to be an explanatory 
scribal addition, perhaps prompted by Rom. 
6,6 (iva korrapyntj Td oda Tis &uaprías). 
An alternative possibility is that the words are 
genuine, but that they were omitted through 
the influence of Col. 1,22 (T ocuomn TÄS 
capkós). Manetti made the same correction as 
Erasmus. Lefévre put a peccatis. 

11 per circuncisionem tv TÅ vreprrouij (“sed in 
circuncisione" late Vg.; "in circumcisione" 1516 
7 Vg. mss). The late Vulgate addition of sed 
lacks support from Greek mss. See Annot. For 
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per, see on. Rom. 1,17. The 1516 rendering 
agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefèvre (apart from minor spelling 
variations among these versions, in respect of 
circu(n)ctsione). 

11 Christi to Xpiotod ("lesu Christi” Vg. 
1527). The addition of Jesu in the 1527 Vulgate 
column, following the Froben edition of 1514, 
lacks support from Greek mss. The rendering 
of Erasmus is in agreement with the earlier Vul- 
gate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre (both 
columns). 


12 consepulti simul cum illo cuvtagévtes oT 
(“consepulti ei" Vg.). Erasmus’ use of the prepo- 
sitional phrase cum illo, in place of the dative 
ei, was more in accordance with classical Latin 
idiom, though consepelio did not exist in classical 
literature: see on Rom. 6,4. The substitution of 
illo produces consistency with illum later in the 
verse. See on Rom. 2,15 for simul. Ambrosiaster 
had vna cum illo sepulti, and Lefèvre sepulti cum 
co. 


12 per baptismum tv TH Bomrtiopati (“in ba- 
ptismo" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. Lefèvre 
had in baptismate. 


12 simul etiam cum illo resurrexistis kai ouvnyép- 
Onte (“et resurrexistis” Vg.). Erasmus aimed to 
convey the added force of the prefix ouv-. See 
again on Rom. 2,15 for simul, and on Iob. 6,36 
for etiam. In Annot., he attributed simul resur- 
rexistis to “Ambrose”, though the actual wording 
of Ambrosiaster (1492) was et simul surrexistis. 
Lefévre put et consurrexistis. 

12 qui excitauit tot tyelpavtos (“qui suscita- 
uit” Vg.). See on Act. 17,31. 

12 ex ix (“a” Vg.). See on Joh. 2,22. Erasmus 
had the same rendering as Ambrosiaster. 


13 vos quum essetis mortui üp&s vekpouUs SvTas 
(“vos cum mortui essetis" Vg.). For the changed 
position of essetis, see on Rom. 2,27. In codd. 
2105* and 2815, fas is substituted for úuðsş, 
and shortly afterwards fjuGv for Updo. See 
Annot. The version of Manetti put eum mortui 
essetis and transposed vos after comuiwificauit. 
Lefévre had cum essetis mortui in the main text, 
but cum vos essetis mortui in Comm.; later in the 
sentence, he positioned vos after vinificauit. 


13 per delicta et per praeputium vois rrapoarro- 
paci Kai Tfj épopuoía (“in delictis et prae- 
putio" Vg.). The Vulgate corresponds with the 
addition of èv before ois, as in P* Ne" A 
C D F G 048 and many other mss., including 
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codd. 2815 and 2816. In cod. 1, and also 
D* F G, a further èv is added before ti. 
Erasmus' text follows cod. 2817, supported by 
cod. 2105, with N * B and many other mss. The 
rendering of Manetti was in delictis et in preputio. 


13 simul cum illo viutficauit cuvetwortroince 
ovv avTé (“conuiuificauit cum illo" Vg.). The 
1516 Greek text inserted tds after the verb, 
following cod. 2815, together with cod. 1, as 
well as P“ B and many later mss. Since this 
produced an apparent clash with Gp&s earlier 
in the sentence, Erasmus used the 1516 errata 
list to delete fjp&s, with support from cod. 
2105, along with N ^" D F G 0208 and some 
other mss. However, in codd. S* A C and 
many later mss., among which were codd. 2816 
and 2817, tds is replaced by úpðş at this 
point. Cf. Annot. Further, the spelling which 
was introduced in 1535, cuvetwrtroinoev (omit- 
ting the first -o-), seems to have little ms. sup- 
port and may not have been intentional, seeing 
that Erasmus made no change to ouveGwo- 
troinoe at Eph. 2,5, and also had Zoorroiéo 
rather than Zorroi&o at several other passages. 
In the present verse, the shortened form, ouv- 
eCootroinae, passed into some editions of the 
Textus Receptus. At Eph. 2,5, Erasmus retained 
conuiuifico, though neither this nor wiwifico was 
found in classical Latin. Cf. on Rom. 4,17, and 
for simul, see on Rom. 2,15. Ambrosiaster (1492) 
had conuiuificanit simul cum illo, Lefevre uiuificauit 
vos pariter cum eo, and Manetti conxiuificauit vos 
cum ipso. 


13 condonans yapiodyevos ("donans" Vg.). See 
on 2 Cor. 2,7. Lefévre made the same change. 
13 nobis (piv (“vobis” Vg.) The Vulgate re- 
flects the substitution of Upiv, as in cod. N c't 
and some later mss. See Annot. The change 
made by Erasmus gave the same rendering as 
Ambrosiaster. 


14 deleto ... chirographo tadelyas TÒ ... Xeipó- 
ypapov (“delens ... chirographum" Vg.). In 
order to convey the Greek aorist tense more 
accurately, Erasmus substitutes the ablative ab- 
solute construction. In Annot., he ascribes his 
rendering to “Ambrose” (though Ambrosiaster’s 
word-order, in the 1492 edition, was deleto chiro- 
grapho quod aduersum nos erat decreti). 


14 quod erat contrarium nobis per decreta vois 
Bóypaciw ð Av Urevavtiov uïv (“decreti, 
quod erat contrarium nobis” late Vg. and some 
Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate genitive, decreti, lacks 
support from Greek mss. In Annot., Erasmus 
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Kai auto fjpkev ik ToU uécou, mpoo- 
NAwcas aùtò TH cTraupo, 5 
exBuaduevos Tas d&pyds koi tds è§- 
oucías éseryudticey èv mappnoig, 
8piaupeUcas atitous èv oUTÓ. 
Ma otv tis Üp&s kpivéroo èv 
Ppóos À iv móca, fj èv pépet 
éopTijs, 7) vouunvios, f| coppérow, 


aT- 


U& ion | ocx&à TÓv peAAdv- 
Tov, TO $t cóya ToU XpioToU. 
Biundeis pas Karofpapeuéro 6- 
Awv tv Tatreivopoouvn Kai 8pn- 
oxeia  TÀv  &yyé£Aov, & Un wpa- 


Kev éppareóov, eik = quoioUpevos 
UTró ToU voós Tis capkóg aÙToŬ, 


16 Bpwoei B-E: poca A 


15 expoliatosque ... potestates B-E: exutis principatibus, ac potestatibus 4 
per semet ipsum B-E (per semetipsum B-E): in semetipso A | 


illos 4 B | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


et illud sustulit e medio, affi- 
xum cruci:  Pexpoliatosque princi- 
patus ac potestates ostentauit pa- 


lam, triumphans de illis per semet 
ipsum. 

Ne quis igitur vos iudicet in 
cibo aut potu, aut in parte diei 
festi, aut nouilunii, aut sabbatorum, 
quae sunt vmbra re|rum futura- 
rum, corpus autem Christi. "Ne 
quis vobis palmam interuertat data 
opera per humilitatem et super- 
stitionem angelorum, in iis quae 
non vidit fastuosus incedens, fru- 
stra inflatus a mente carnis suae, 


| de illis C-E: 
18 data .. 


superstitionem B-E: volens in humilitate, et superstitione 4 


further claims that the punctuation of the 
Greek mss. favours the connection of 5óyyuaciv 
with trrevavtiov rather than with xeipóypaqov, 
and so he places a comma after xeipóypagov. 
This was partly supported by cod. 2817 (which 
has a full-stop after yelpdéypaqov instead of 
after 5óyuaciv), but not by his other mss. The 
passage appears among the Loca Obscura. Valla 
Annot. and Lefévre advocated replacing decreti 
by decretis, as also found in some Vulgate mss. 
The word-order proposed by Lefévre was delens 
chirographum e decretis, quod aduersum nos erat, 
quod erat nobis contrarium. Yn Comm., he further 
added et before quod erat. Manetti contented 
himself with replacing decreti by decretorum. 


14 illud aùTó (“ipsum” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,20. 
Erasmus has the same rendering as Ambrosi- 
aster. 


14 sustulit jpkev (“tulit” Vg.). Codd. 2815 and 
2816 had ñpev, as in D* F G and some later 
mss. See on Job. 8,59 for tolle. Lefèvre put 
detraxit. 

14 e & (“de” Vg.). A similar substitution of 
e medio for de medio occurs at Act. 17,33 (1519); 
2 Thess. 2,7. See further on Job. 2,15. How- 
ever, Erasmus retains de medio at Mt. 13,49; 


Act. 23,10; 1 Cor. 5,2; 2 Cor. 6,17. Lefévre made 
the same change here. 


14 affixum npoonAcoas atTé (“affigens illud" 
Vg.). Greek aorist. Erasmus treated the repeti- 
tion of aùTó as superfluous for the purpose 
of translation. Manetti put affigens ipsum. 


15 expoliatosque principatus ac potestates &rcek- 
Bucáyuevos Tas &pxàs Kal Tas i£oucíag (“et 
expolians principatus et potestates" late Vg.; 
"exutis principatibus, ac potestatibus" 1516). 
As indicated in Annot., the Greek aorist needed 
to be translated by a past participle. For exwo, 
used in 1516, see on vs. 11, above. See also on 
lob. 1,39 for -que, and on lob. 1,25 for ac. 
Manetti and Lefévre both omitted et before 
expolians, in accordance with the earlier Vulgate 
reading as well as the Greek text. 


15 ostentauit terycrioev (“traduxit” Vg.). Eras- 
mus wished to convey more clearly the sense 
“publicly display” or “make a spectacle of”, 
avoiding the ambiguity of traduco, which had 
given rise to fanciful interpretations: see Annot. 
and Valla Annot. For similar reasons, in ren- 
dering tapaderypatifeo at Mt. 1,19, Erasmus 
replaces traduco by diffamo in 1516, and by 
infamo in 1519. At Hebr. 6,6, again translating 
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Trapaderyuatife, he replaces ostentui habentes 
by ludibrio exponentes. In Annot., he cites ostentauit 
from "Ambrose" (i.e. Ambrosiaster). See also 
Annot. on Mt. 1,19; Hebr. 6,6. The Vulgate ren- 
dering is listed among the Locz Obscura. 


15 palam tv trappnoia (“confidenter, palam" 
Vg.). The curious double rendering of the Vul- 
gate was clearly in need of modification, to 


remove one of the two words. Cf. Annot, The 
rendering of Manetti had confidenter, and Lefèvre 
in fiducia, both omitting palam. 

15 de illis atrtous (“illos” 1516-19 = Vg.). Al- 
though trzumpbo can take a direct object in clas- 
sical Latin, Erasmus considered that triumpho 
de was the more usual expression. Cf. Annot. 
This change was first introduced in the separate 
Latin edition of 1521. The rendering offered 
by Manetti was triumpbare eos faciens, which 
gave a completely opposite meaning (“caused 
them to triumph" rather than "triumphed over 
them"). 


15 per semet ipsum tv aust ("in seipso" late 
Vg. "in semetipso" 1516 = Vg. mss.). See on 
Rom. 1,17, and Annot., for Erasmus’ use of per. 
For the rough breathing on att, introduced 
in 1519, see on Joh. 2,21; Rom. 1,27. The 1516 
rendering agreed with the earlier Vulgate and 
the version of Manetti. Lefèvre put iz eo. 


16 Ne quis igitur Mi, oov ms ("Nemo ergo" 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 3,18 for ne quis, and on Iob. 
6,62 for igitur. Manetti put Nullus igitur, and 
Lefèvre Non igitur quisquam. 


16 potu tv Tóc& (“in potu" Vg). Erasmus 
treats the repetition of iz as redundant, for the 
purpose of translation. Cf. Annot. 


16 nouilunii vouynvias (“neomeniae” Vg.) 
Neither the Vulgate word nor that proposed 
by Erasmus occurred in classical Latin usage: 
more strictly, it should have been lunae nouae. 
Cf. Annot. 


17 rerum futurarum T&v ueAAóvtow (“futu- 
rorum” Vg.). Erasmus adds rerum for clarity. 


17 ToU Xpiotov. The article to was derived 
from cod. 2817, with support from N* AB C 
and a few later mss. In codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 
2816 and most other mss., commencing with 
P“ No" D F G, tod is omitted. 


18 Ne quis undeis ("Nemo" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 
3,18. Manetti and Lefèvre put Nullus. 


18 vobis palmam interuertat Spas kataBpaBev- 
étoo (“vos seducat” Vg.). Erasmus saw that the 
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Greek verb meant "cheat or rob someone of the 
victor's prize". See on 1 Cor. 9,24. The present 
passage is placed among the Loca Obscura. Two 
suggestions of Valla Annot. were vos ad brabium 
enocet and vobis brabium ostentet ad prouocandum 
cursum, of which the first influenced the version 
of Lefèvre, vos ad brauium vocet: these renderings 
were criticised by Erasmus in Annot. 


18 data opera 9&Nv. (“volens” 1516 = Vg). 
Erasmus preferred the sense "deliberately", rather 
than “willingly”: cf. Annot. 


18 per humilitatem et superstitionem tv Tomewo- 
9poocvvr xai 6pnoxeía (“in humilitate et re- 
ligione" Vg; "in humilitate, et superstitione" 
1516). See on Rom. 1,17 for per. As pointed out 
in Annot., 9pnoxsía has a pejorative sense in 
the present context. Erasmus treats it as identical 
in meaning with &86Ao0pmoxeía in vs. 23. His 
use of superstitio is comparable with Ambrosi- 
aster's version, which had zs humilitate animi 
et superstitione. Valla Annot. cites the Vulgate as 
adding sensus after humilitate, and this was the 
rendering adopted by Lefèvre, though sensus 
was absent from Lefévre’s Vulgate text. Manetti 
put ix humilitate et in religione. 


18 in its ... fastuosus incedens & ... tuBatevoov 
(“quae ... ambulans" Vg.). The substitution of 
in iis was designed to alleviate the Vulgate 
syntax, which appears to assign a direct object 
to the intransitive verb, ambulo. In using fastu- 
osus incedo (“proudly tread, or strut”), Erasmus 
follows the interpretation offered by Jerome 
Epist. 121, Ad Algasiam (CSEL 56/1, p. 43), in 
which éuBartevcov is said to relate to someone 
who displays his proud attitude by the way that 
he walks, “cum tumens ambulet et incedat 
inflatus mentisque superbiam et gestu corporis 
praeferat": cf. Annot. Once again the Vulgate 
rendering was listed among the Loca Obscura. 
The rendering of Manetti had que (= quae) ... 
tnambulans, and Lefèvre ea quae ... ingrediens. 


18 a mente UTS ToU vods (“sensu” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,28 for mens. In adding a for 1rd, 
Erasmus was more literal. In 1516 Annot., he 
put &rró instead of Urró, in company with a 
few later mss. The versions of Ambrosiaster and 
Lefèvre had just mente, and Manetti ab intellectu. 
18 carnis suae tis capKds aÙtoŬ ("suae carnis" 
Annot., lemma = Vg. 1527). The 1527 Vulgate 
column follows the Froben edition of 1514. 
The more literal word-order of Erasmus’ version 
agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and both columns of Lefèvre. 
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P kai oU kporróv Ti kepa rjv, & oO Trav 
TO opa Sic TÖV ápóív kal cuv6Ecuov 
&miyopnyouuevov Kai cupfipaZóuevov, 
ater thy atEnoiw ToU bot. 

? Ei otv åmeðávete ov TH Xpiotd 
é&ró THV oto1xeioov ToU Kócpou, TÍ as 
Gavtes èv kóouc SoypatiZecte; 7! Mf 
åy, unde yevon, unè Siyns 7 & iori 
TravTa els pSopdy Ti órroxprioei, kacrà 
TÒ évtéA| pata Kai S:iSacKaAias TOv 
évOpcorov, P &rnvá tomi Adyov uiv 
Exovra ocogías èv £0cAo8pmokeia xoi 
TaTrevoppoouvn Kal aperdia ocouaros, 
ouK v TILA Tivi Trpós TrÀnocpoviyv TÄS 
oapkos. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Pnec obtinens caput, ex quo totum 
corpus per commissuras et compagines 
subministratum et compactum, auge- 
scit augmento dei. 

P [taque si mortui estis cum Chris- 
to ab elementis mundi, quid quasi 
viuentes in mundo, decretis tenemini? 
? Ne tetigeris, ne gustaris, neque con- 
trectaris, "quae omnia ipso pereunt 
abusu, iuxta praecepta et doctrinas 
ho| minum, quae verbo tenus qui- 
dem habent speciem sapientiae per 
superstitionem ac humilitatem animi 
et laesionem corporis, non per hono- 
rem aliquem ad expletionem carnis. 


20 tw xpicTo B-E: xpioro A | 22 amoypnos B-E: atroxpnoe A 


19 nec B-E: ac non A | 
nem A | speciem B-E: om. A | 


21 contrectaris B-E: tontrectaris A | 
per superstitionem ac humilitatem B-E: in superstitione, 


23 verbo tenus B-E: ratio- 


et humilitate 4 | laesionem B-E: lesione A | corporis B-E: corporis sui 4 | per honorem 


aliquem B-E: in honore quopiam A 


19 nec Kai où (“et non” Vg.; “ac non” 1516). 
See on Joh. 2,16 for nec, and on Joh. 1,25 for 
ac. Manetti began the clause with zon tenens 
caput, while Lefèvre had et caput non tenens. 


19 obtinens xpatdév (“tenens” Vg.). Elsewhere 
Erasmus frequently attempts to find a more 
vigorous word than teneo in rendering this 
Greek verb, substituting e.g. apprebendo, capio, 
comprebendo, corripio and inticio manus. 


19 commissuras t&v &póov. ("nexus" Vg.). See 
on Eph. 4,16. The word commissuras was used 
by Lefèvre to translate cuvSéouev, below, but 
in this place he put iuncturas. Manetti had 
tactus. 


19 compagines ouv5toucov (“coniunctiones” 
Vg.). Erasmus probably felt that compago (lit- 
erally, "the binding together") gave a closer 
representation of the Greek word, in referring 
to the physical structure of the human body. 
The word compagines was used by Ambrosiaster 
(1492) to translate &póv, above. Lefèvre put 
commissuras. 


19 compactum ouupipaZóusvov (“constructum” 
Vg.). See on Eph. 4,16. Lefèvre had conspirans. 


19 augescit augmento o0&& Thy abEnoww ("cre- 
scit in augmentum" Vg.). Erasmus wanted to 
preserve the connection between aü£& and 
avEnoiv. See Annot. The rendering of Lefèvre, 
similarly, was augescit in augmento. 


20 Itaque si Ei otv ("Si ergo” late Vg.). See 
on Rom. 13,10. The word ov was attested by 
codd. 2815 and 2817, with support from 1 and 
2816, and also N and many later mss. In 
cod. N* the wording was el &rroOávere ov. 
However, in cod. 2105 and many other mss., 
including X ©% ® A B C D FG, ody was omit- 
ted, corresponding with the omission of ergo 
from both columns of Lefévre, and also from 
the earlier Vulgate. 


20 tH Xpiotd. In 1516, Erasmus’ text omit- 
ted 10, following codd. 2815 and 2817, to- 
gether with 1, 2105, 2816 and nearly all other 
mss. His insertion of 14 in 1519 was sup- 
ported by few mss. other than cod. 3, but 
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the word was retained thereafter in the Textus 
Receptus. 


20 mundi to kócyov ("huius mundi” late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss.). Erasmus is more accurate 
here. See on Rom. 3,6, and Annot. Both Manetti 
and Lefévre made this correction. 


20 quid ti (“quid adhuc" Vg). The Vulgate 
receives doubtful support from the addition of 
mdAw in codd. D* F G. See Annot. The cor- 
rection made by Erasmus agrees with the versions 
of Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


20 quasi ws ("tanquam" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 
9,20. 


20 in mundo tv xócuco (“mundo” Annot., 
lemma = Vg. 1527). The late Vulgate omis- 
sion of in lacks support from Greek mss. See 
Annot. The rendering of Erasmus is the same 
as that of the earlier Vulgate and Lefèvre (both 
columns). 


20 decretis tenemini Boyyarileobe ( decernitis" 
Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus objects that the Greek 
verb is passive in meaning. He assigns the 
Vulgate reading to the Loca Obscura. Lefévre put 
dogmata quaeritis. 


21 tetigeris .. gustaris ... contrectaris Gym... 
yevon ... 8tyns (“tetigeritis ... gustaueritis ... 
contrectaueritis" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). 
Erasmus is more accurate in adhering to the 
singular. See Annot. An objection to the late 
Vulgate rendering was similarly raised by Valla 
Annot. The version of Manetti had tactu ... gustu 
.. attrectatione, and Lefèvre tetigeris ... gustaueris 
.. palpaueris. 


21 ne (2nd.) un&é ("neque" Vg.). The Vulgate 
is more literal here. Erasmus probably felt that 
ne... ne... neque offered a more elegant sequence. 
His substitution of ze agreed with the rendering 
of Ambrosiaster. 


22 omnia ipso pereunt abusu tot. móvta 
els pôopàv TÅ &troxprioe ("sunt omnia in 
interitu ipso vsu" Vg.). Erasmus finds a more 
idiomatic and meaningful turn of phrase. His 
substitution of abusu was designed to express 
the added sense of the Greek prefix &rro- (in 
&rroxprjoe). This word, which is rare in classi- 
cal Latin, can signify "consumption", though 
its relationship to the verb abutor would also 
suggest a connotation of “misuse” or “wastage”. 
In Annot., instead of mentioning Lefévre's 
similar phrase, per abusum, Erasmus cites the 
less suitable per abusionem from “Ambrose” 
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(i.e. Ambrosiaster). He offered a further justi- 
fication of abusu in Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., 
ASD IX, 2, p. 218, Il. 885-892. It may also be 
questioned whether pereunt adequately covers 
the meaning of cis, which here suggests an 
outcome that is appointed or destined. At Act. 
8,20, rendering the comparable phrase ein eis 
étraAeiav, Erasmus retains sit in perditionem, 
and for yeyevnuéva els ... q8op&v at 2 Petr. 
2,12, he puts genita in ... perniciem. Manetti tried 
sunt omnia in corruptionem. ipso ab vsu, and 
Lefèvre omnia... sunt ad corruptionem per abusum 
(cf. Ambrosiaster’s rendering of els p8opáv by 
in interitum et corruptionem). 


22 iuxta katk ("secundum" Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 


23 verbo tenus quidem babent speciem £a Aóyov 
pèv Exovta ("sunt rationem quidem habentia" 
Vg.; "rationem quidem habent" 1516). Erasmus 
aims to capture the precise nuance of Adyos 
here: see Annot. For his avoidance of the com- 
bination of sant and the present participle, 
cf. on Job. 1,28. Manetti put sunt quidem rationem 
habentia, and Lefèvre sermonem quidem babent 
(placed after in superstitione). 


23 per superstitionem ac humilitatem animi tv 
t8eAo0pnokeía Kai rorrewogpoouvr, (“in super- 
stitione, et humilitate" Vg; "in superstitione, 
et humilitate animi" 1516). See on Rom. 1,17 
for per, and on Joh. 1,25 for ac. For Erasmus’ 
addition of animi, see on Act. 20,19. See also 
Annot. The version of Ambrosiaster had simu- 
latione religionis et bumilitate animi, Manetti in 
religione atque humilitate, and Lefèvre in super- 
Stitione ... et in humilitate sensus. 


23 laesionem corporis &padig capatos (“non 
ad parcendum corpori" late Vg.; "lesione cor- 
poris sui" 1516). Erasmus more correctly links 
peig with èv earlier in the sentence. However, 
his choice of /esio seems too strong, implying 
self-inflicted injury. In this context, d&peidic 
could just refer to an ascetic neglect of the 
body, e.g. through excessive fasting, rather than 
deliberate self-harm. Cf. Annot. The version of 
Lefèvre had in afficiendo corpore. 


23 per bonorem aliquem èv iij Tw (“in honore 
aliquo" Vg.; "in honore quopiam" 1516). See 
on Rom. 1,17. 


23 expletionem vAnoyovtv (“saturitatem” Vg.). 
As saturitas was capable of being understood in 
a pejorative sense, Erasmus finds a more neutral 
expression, meaning satisfaction or fulfilment 
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Ei ov cuvnyépenre TO XpicTó, 

Ta Gvw Cnteite, oU ó Xpiotds 
éotiv v Be€i& ToU Geo KaOrpevos. 
2 Tà &vw ppoveite, uh TH Emi TÄS yijs. 
3 &treOdvete yap, Kal fj Zoot) Oyddv ré- 
KpuTTTal ov TH XpicTO iv TH Ged. 
*órav ó Xpiotds pavepwði, Å Jor 
fiuàv, Tote Kal Uyeis ov aUTÓ ọpa- 
vepwðhosoðe iv 5óEr. 

5 Nekpoocacre ov Tà WEAN Üpóv Tex 
imi THs yfjs, rropvelav, éa&apoíav, Trå- 
Bos, émOupiav KoKry, Kal Thv TrAso- 
ve&iav, Tiris gotiv eiSaAoAaTpia, 55v 
& Épyeroi Á Spy) ToU Geo mi tous 
uioUs Tijg &mei8elas, 7év olg Kal pels 
TrpiemraTíjcaTé mote, Ote Ejjre èv 


3,6 spxerou B-E: epyete A 


3,5 stuprum B-E: fornicationem A 


rather than satiety, though expletio was rare in 
classical usage. Lefévre put satietatem. 


3,1 Itaque otv (“Igitur” Vg). See on Rom. 
13,10. Manetti and Lefévre both began this 
sentence with Si igitur. 


l resurrexistis vna cum ouvnyépenre (“con- 
surrexistis cum" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.; 
"consurrexistis" some Vg. mss., with Vg""; “con- 
resurrexistis” some Vg. mss., with Vg"). Eras- 
mus perhaps felt that cozsurgo might not be so 
readily understood as referring to resurrection 
from death. In classical usage, however, neither 
resurgo nor consurgo had this sense. For una, see 
on Act. 1,22. Lefèvre put surrexistis cum. 


1 superna Tà væ (“quae sursum sunt” Vg). 
A similar substitution occurs in the following 
verse. At Gal. 4,26, Erasmus retains quae sursum 
est Hierusalem for 1j 66 &vw ‘lepovoaAny. See 
Annot., and cf. also on Job. 3,3. 


1 ad dexteram èv 5e€i& ("in dextera" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 8,34. Erasmus had the same wording 
as Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put in dextra. 


2 Superna Tà &vo» ("quae sursum sunt” Vg.). 
See on vs. 1, above. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


Itaque si resurrexistis vna cum 

Christo, superna quaerite, vbi 
Christus est ad dexteram dei sedens. 
?Superna curate, non terrestria: ?si- 
quidem emortui estis, et vita vestra 
abscondita est cum Christo in deo. 
* Quandocunque Christus manifestatus 
fuerit, vita nostra, tunc et vos cum illo 
manifestabimini in gloria. 

5Mortificate igitur membra ve- 
stra terrestria, stuprum, immundiciam, 
molliciem, concupiscentiam malam, et 
auaritiam, quae est simulacrorum cul- 
tus, Sob quae venire solet ira dei in 
filios intractabiles: "inter quos ambu- 
labatis quondam, quum viueretis in 


2 curate ppoveite (“sapite” Vg.). See on Rom. 
8,5, and Annot. The reading of Lefèvre was 
sentite. 


2 terrestria và Eri Tis yis ("quae super terram" 
late Vg. and some Vg. mss., with Vg™; “quae 
supra terram" some Vg. mss., with Vg“). This 
substitution of terrestria corresponds with Eras- 
mus’ use of superna for Tà &vw in vss. 1-2, and 
may be compared with his adoption of terrestria 
for tà èmiysia at Phil. 3,19. Cf. also on 2 Cor. 
5,1. A similar change occurs in vs. 5, below. 
Cod. 2815 omits tijs, together with a few other 
late mss. 

3 siquidem emortui estis &rreB&vere yap ("Mortui 
enim estis" Vg.). See on Job. 3,34; 4,47, for siqui- 
dem. Another substitution of emortuus is found 
at Jud. 12. Erasmus also follows the Vulgate in 
using this word to render vekpóco and véxpwors 
at Rom. 4,19. Possibly he felt that emortui estis 
less ambiguously conveys the sense "you have 
died" rather than "you are dead". The same 
consideration motivated Lefévre’s substitution 
of fuistis for estis. 

3 1 Od. Codd. 1, 2815 and many other late 
mss. omit To. 


EPISTOLA AD COLOSSENSES 341-7 


4 Quandocunque &vav ("Cum autem" late Vg.). 
More often Erasmus retains cum (or quum) for 
dtav: cf. on Rom. 15,24. The late Vulgate addi- 
tion of autem lacks support from Greek mss. 
The versions of Ambrosiaster and Manetti had 
Cum, omitting autem. 

4 manifestatus fuerit pavepwði (“apparuerit” 
Vg.). A similar substitution of the passive of 
manifesto for appareo occurs in the following 
clause, and also at Mc. 16,14 (1516 only). Eras- 
mus retains appareo for pavepów at Hebr. 9,26; 
1 Petr. 5,4; 1 Job. 2,28; 3,2, 5, 8; 4,9; Ap. Iob. 
3,18; 12,1. See also on Zob. 1,31. 


4 nostra tcv (“vestra” Vg.). The Vulgate re- 
flects the substitution of ópówv, as in P“ N 
C D* F G and a few other mss., including 
codd. 2105 and 2816. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, supported by cod. 1, along with 
Beor: Deor H and most later mss. See Annot. The 
reading Wydv has the appearance of being a 
scribal harmonisation with fj Zoot) ópóv in 
vs. 3. A further impetus for the substitution 
of úu&v was provided by the following óueis 
... pavepwðhosoðe. Both Manetti and Lefèvre 
made the same change as Erasmus. 

4 cum illo manifestabimini ouv oxi pavs- 
po9rjoso9e (“apparebitis cum ipso" Vg.). For 
manifesto, see above. The Vulgate word-order 
lacks support from Greek mss. For the removal 
of ipse see on Rom. 1,20. Ambrosiaster had 
apparebitis cum illo, Manetti apparebitis cum eo, 
and Lefèvre cum eo apparebitis. 


5 igitur ov (“ergo” Vg.). See on Job. 6,62. 


5 terrestria Tà Er tis yfis (“quae sunt super 
terram" Vg.). See on vs. 2, above. 


5 stuprum wopveiav (“fornicationem” 1516 
= Vg.). See on Joh. 8,41. 


5 molliciem vá90s ("libidinem" Vg.). Erasmus 
looks for a stronger word, expressing not merely 
“lust”, but homosexual effeminacy: see Annot. 
For his treatment of té@os at other passages, 
see also on Rom. 1,26. Manetti and Lefévre 
both substituted perturbationem. 


5 simulacrorum cultus eiBwdodatpia ("simu- 
lacrorum seruitus" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 10,14. 
The spelling eiSwAoAatpia comes from cod. 
2815, alongside 1, 2105, 2816, with p% Bor 
C D* H and many later mss. In cod. 2817, 
together with X A B* Dœ" and many others, 
it is elSwAoAaTtpela. Ambrosiaster and Manet- 
ti had idolorum seruitus, and Lefèvre idolorum 
cultus. 
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6 ob quae t & ("propter quae" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 10,33. In the parallel passage at Eph. 5,6, 
Erasmus retains propter. Manetti put Quapropter 
here. 


6 venire solet Epyetau (“venit” Vg.). See on Eph. 
5,6, and Annot. In 1516, the itacistic spelling, 
Épyere, is taken from cod. 2815. 


6 in tri (“super” Vg.). This substitution was 
consistent with Vulgate usage in the parallel 
passage at Eph. 5,6. A similar change occurs at 
1 Thess. 2,16. The required sense is "against" 
rather than "over". Erasmus had the same ren- 
dering as Lefévre, together with a few Vulgate 
mss. 


6 intractabiles tfjg à&meðelas (“incredulitatis” 
Vg.). See on Eph. 2,2, and Annot. Elsewhere 
Erasmus also uses intractabilis for &vumó- 
taKtos, at Tit. 1,6, 10. Manetti put diffidentiae, 
and Lefèvre discredentiae. 


7 inter quos èv ols koi úpeïs ("in quibus et 
vos" Vg.). Erasmus' Latin rendering, in omit- 
ting ef vos, leaves xoi Wpeis untranslated. Possibly 
this error was caused by taking as the starting 
point for his translation a Vulgate edition in 
which this phrase was missing, as exemplified 
by the Froben edition of 1491. Another contri- 
butory factor may have been an imprecision in 
Annot., where the Vulgate lemma in quibus et 
vos is accompanied only by èv ofs. If this note 
originated during Erasmus’ time in England, 
it could have later misled him into thinking 
that he must have consulted a ms. in which 
«oi Upeis was omitted, and consequently he 
decided to omit the phrase from his Latin ren- 
dering. All of Erasmus' Basle mss. contained 
kal Upeis in their text. In translating v of; by 
inter quos, he prefers the sense "among whom", 
but indicates in Annot. that this Greek phrase 
could also mean “in which”, referring to the 
various evils listed in vs.5. See further on 
Iob. 15,24. Manetti put in quibus et, omitting 
vos. 


7 ambulabatis mtepienarhoate (“ambulastis” 
Vg.). By substituting the imperfect tense, Eras- 
mus has regard for the context, which implies 
that such conduct continued over a long period. 
Cf. the use of ambulabat for mepiendrnos in 
both Erasmus and the Vulgate at Mt. 14,29. 
However, in a similar passage at Eph. 2,2, he 
retained the more literal ambulastis. 


7 quondam mote (“aliquando” Vg.). See on 
Rom.7,9. 
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$vyuvi. SÈ drróOscÓE Kal peis 
opytv, Ouuóv, xaxíav, 
PAacenuíav, eicypoAoyiav, èk Tov 
oTopatos ÜpOv. "ph wevdeobe eis 
AANA ous, atrexSvoduevo: Tov Tma- 
Aaiòv &vOpwtrov oùv tals mpåsow 
aùTtoŬ, kai év5ucéusvoi Tov véov, 
Tov  &vakaivoUuevov eis &rriyvoooiv 
Kat’ eikóva ToU kxrícavros aUTóv, 
ll mou otk ti “EAAnv Kai ‘loubaios, 
Tepitout Kal dKpoBuotia, páppa- 
pos, ZKUOns, SoVAos, EAeUOspos, AAG 
Ta Travta Kal £v mrüci Xpiotds. 
EySucacbe oUv ds EKAEKTOL ToU 
Geot, &yio1 Kal tyatrnpévot, oTrA&yy- 
va olkrippóv, wxpnoTÓTnTa, TATE- 
vogpocUvny, WeadTnTa,  paKpobu- 


píav, P &veyóuevor | &AATAcv, Kal 


aU Tois. 
TX TÁVTO, 


11 ra ravra A CE: tavta B 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


his. *Nunc autem deponite et vos 
omnia, iram, indignationem, mali- 
ciam, maledicentiam, turpiloquenti- 
am, ab ore vestro. ?Ne mentiamini 
alius aduersus alium, posteaquam 
exuistis veterem hominem cum fa- 
ctis suis, "et induistis nouum, qui 
renouatur ad agnitionem et ima- 
ginem eius qui condidit illum, 
"ybi non est Graecus et Iudaeus, 
circuncisio et praeputium, barba- 
rus, Scytha, seruus, liber: sed om- 
nia in omnibus Christus. 

?Siüs igitur induti tanquam 
electi dei, sancti ac dilecti, 
viscera miserationum, comitatem, 
modestiam, mansuetudinem, lenita- 
tem, — Psufferentes vos inuicem, et 


10 ad B-E:inA | 12 mansuetudinem, lenitatem B-E: lenitatem, longanimitatem 4 


7 bis otrrois (“illis” Vg.). By using Pis, Erasmus 
seems to connect this pronoun with filios in 
vs. 6, as in Annot. he indicates that ¿Kis (i.e. the 
word used by the Vulgate) would relate to 
the matters itemised in vs.5. A few mss, 
commencing with 3955 N A BC D* HI, 
substitute tov tois. Erasmus’ Greek text follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, with 1, 2105, 2816, as 
well as D** G 048 and most later mss. The 
version of Manetti put ipsis, and Lefèvre eis. 


8 maledicentiam Phacgnuiav (“blasphemiam” 
Vg.). See on Eph. 4,31. 


8 turpiloquentiam aloypodoyiav ("turpem ser- 
monem" Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus also offered 
turpiloguium, which had been used by Ambro- 
siaster, Manetti and Lefévre. However, neither 
turpiloquinm nor turpiloquentia existed in classical 
usage. 


8 ab ix ("de" Vg.). See on Iob. 8,23. Lefévre 
put ex. 


9 Nementiamini ph yeu6ec8e ("Nolite mentiri" 
Vg.). See on Job. 5,14, and Annot. The same 
change was made by Manetti. 


9 alius aduersus alium eis &AMAous (“inuicem” 
Vg.). See on Job. 4,33; 13,14, and Annot. The 
rendering of Lefévre was adinuicem, placed 
before mentiri. 


9 posteaquam exuistis &rrekouocevoi ("expoli- 
antes vos" Vg.). Greek aorist. For exuo, see on 
Col. 2,11. See also Annot., and Apolog. resp. Iac. 
Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 218, ll. 894-899. The 
verb exuo was likewise preferred by Valla Annot. 
The version of Lefévre had the imperative, 
exuite (cf. Ambrosiaster, exuite vos). 


9 factis ois mpd€eow (“actibus” Vg.). See 
on Act. 19,18. Manetti put operationibus. 


10 induistis évBucdpevoi (“induentes” Vg). 
Greek aorist. The change of construction fol- 
lows on from posteaquam in vs. 9. Corresponding 
with their use of exuite in that verse, Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre here adopted induite. 


10 qui (1st) tóv (“eum qui” Vg). In view 
of the preceding nouum, Erasmus treated eum 
as redundant to the sense, giving the same 
rendering as Ambrosiaster, Valla Annot. and 
Lefevre. 
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10 ad agnitionem els &rlyvociy (“in agnitione 
dei" Vg. 1527; "in agnitionem dei" Annot., 
lemma = late Vg.; "in agnitionem" 1516 = Vg. 
mss.) The 1527 Vulgate column follows the 
Froben edition of 1514. The use of ad prevents 
the incorrect conversion of agnitionem into 
agnitione, it was also the more natural preposition 
after renouo. The late Vulgate addition of dei 
lacks support from Greek mss. See Annot. The 
1516 rendering agrees with the earlier Vulgate 
and Ambrosiaster. Lefévre had in cognitione. 


10 et (2nd.) xar "secundum" Vg.). The Vulgate 
is more accurate here. Erasmus' rendering may 
reflect a conjecture, or misapprehension, that 
kat’ should have been kaí. Lefèvre put ad. 


10 qui condidit toU «tioavtos (“qui creauit" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 1,25. Erasmus has the same 
wording as Ambrosiaster. 


10 illum oxrróv (“eum” Vg.). The more emphatic 
pronoun adopted by Erasmus makes a suitable 
contrast with erus, which occurred a few words 
earlier. His rendering is the same as that of Am- 
brosiaster and Lefévre. Manetti put ipsum. 


11 est &vi ("est masculus et femina" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate, under influence from the Old 
Latin rendering, corresponds with the addition 
of &poev Kai 0fjÀu in codd. D* F G, probably 
from harmonisation with Gal. 3,28. See Annot. 
The correction made by Erasmus agrees with 
the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, and Lefévre 
(Comm.). 


11 Graecus “EAAnv (“gentilis” Vg.). See on 
Iob. 12,20, and Annot. Once again Erasmus has 
the same rendering as Ambrosiaster. 


11 Scytha 2587s (“et Scytha" Vg.). The Vulgate 
corresponds with the addition of xai before 
Zkúðns in codd. D* F G. See Annot. The same 
correction was made by Lefèvre. 


11 liber theWOepos (“et liber" Vg.). Here too 
there is little support for the Vulgate addition 
of et, apart from codd. A D* F G which insert 
Kai before &AeU8epos. Lefèvre again made the 
same change as Erasmus. 


11 tà méávra. In 1516, Erasmus’ text drew 
this wording from cod. 2815, accompanied by 
1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss., commencing 
with N ©" B D F G. The omission of the article 
T& in 1519 was supported by codd. 3 and 2817, 
together with N * A C and a few other mss. In 
1522, Erasmus reverted to his first reading, the 
more widely attested Tà Trávra. 


613 


11 in xai év (“et in" Vg.). The Vulgate is more 
accurate here. Manetti made the same omission 
as Erasmus. 


12 Sitis igitur induti EvBvca00¢ oUv ("Induite 
vos ergo" Vg.). Erasmus treats the Greek verb 
as a passive, though at Eph. 6,11 he was content 
to retain induite for the same Greek word: see 
ad loc. For igitur, see on Iob. 6,62. Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre had Induimini ergo, and Manetti 
Induite ergo vos. 


12 tanquam c (“sicut” Vg.) See on Rom. 
13,13. This change was anticipated by Manetti, 
while Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre had vt. 


12 ac kai (“et” Vg.). See on Joh. 1,25. Manetti 
also made this change. 


12 miserationum olxtippdv (“misericordiae” 
Vg.). See on Rom. 12,1, and Annot. The Vul- 
gate possibly reflects the substitution of oixtip- 
pou, as in codd. % A B C D (F G) and many 
other mss., including codd. 1 and 2816, though 
since at Rom. 12,1 the Vulgate used the singular 
without any Greek ms. support, it is uncertain 
which Greek reading the Vulgate follows at the 
present passage. Erasmus adheres to his codd. 
2815 and 2817, supported by cod. 2105 and 
many other late mss. The rendering of Lefévre 
was miserationis. 


12 comitatem ypnototnta  ('benignitatem" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 2,4. 


12 modestiam tamewoppootvny (“humilita- 
tem" Vg). For Erasmus’ treatment of this 
Greek word elsewhere, see on Act. 20,19; Eph. 
4,2. See also Annot. He follows the Vulgate in 
using modestia for TÒ émieixés at Phil. 4,5. 
Lefèvre put humilitatem sentiendi (cf. Ambrosi- 
aster, humilitatem sensus). 


12 mansuetudinem mogdtnta (“modestiam” 
Vg; "lenitatem" 1516). See on 1 Cor. 4,21, 
and Annot. The versions of Ambrosiaster and 
Lefévre used the same word as Erasmus' 1519 
edition. 

12 lenitatem poxpobupiav (“patientiam” Vg; 
“longanimitatem” 1516). See on Rom. 2,4, and 


Annot. The 1516 rendering agrees with that of 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


13 sufferentes àveyópevoi (“supportantes” Vg.). 
See on 2 Cor. 11,1. 

13 vos inuicem &Ad)\Awv (“inuicem” Vg.). See 
on Job. 4,33. Lefèvre made the same change. 
Ambrosiaster had vobis inuicem. 
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XapiGopvevor éavrois, áv Tis Teds 
Tiva ExT) HOUT’ Kabas Kal ó Xpi- 
ods éxapioato Uyiv, oUTos Kal Üpeis. 
“él Tr&ci 6b Tovtois, Thy éydtny, 
firi; oti ovvSeoyos Tfjg TEAEIÓTNTOS, 
Skai fj siprtvn tol Geol Dpapeuéro 
év rods Kapdiats Guay, eis v Kal eKAt)- 
6n|Te èv évi awpa, Kal evydpioTor 
yiveo@e. 6 Aóyos ToU XpicroU èv- 
oikeltw èv piv TAoucios èv méon 
cogia. Si5áckovres Kal vouOeroUv- 
tes EquToUs, WoApois Kai Uyvois Kal 
@bais tvevpotiKais èv ydoit: à5ov- 
tes èv Ti Kapdia Uudv TH Kupiw. 


15 ekAnOnte D E: exkAnonte A-C 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


condonantes vobis mutuo, si quis 
aduersus aliquem habuerit querelam: 
quemadmodum et Christus condona- 
uit vobis, ita et vos. Super omnia 
autem haec, charitatem, quae est vin- 
culum perfectionis, “et pax dei pal- 
mam ferat in cordibus vestris, | in 
quam et vocati estis in vno corpore, 
et grati sitis. ‘Sermo Christi in- 
habitet in vobis opulente cum omni 
sapientia. Doceteque et commonete 
vos inuicem, cantionibus et laudibus 
et cantilenis spiritualibus cum gra- 
tia canentes in corde vestro domino. 


14 autem 4-C E: antem D | 16 Sermo B-E: Verbum A | cum B-E: in A | Doceteque et 
commonete B-E: docentes et admonentes A | spiritualibus cum B-E: spiritalibus in 4 


13 condonantes .. condonauit yapilopevoi ... 
&yapícaro (“donantes ... donauit" Vg.). See on 
2 Cor. 2,7. The same alteration was again made 
by Lefévre. 


13 vobis mutuo taxvtois (“vobismetipsis” late 
Vg. and some Vg. mss.). A comparable substi- 
tution occurs at Rom. 1,24 (1519). See also on 
Iob. 13,34. Lefèvre put vobisipsis, as in the earlier 
Vulgate. 


13 habuerit tyn (“habet” Vg.). The present in- 
dicative of the Vulgate corresponds with éye1 
in codd. F G and a few other mss., though it 
is probably only a matter of translation. 


13 quemadmodum xaos ("sicut" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre made the same change. 


13 Christus ó Xpiotds ("dominus" Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects the substitution of küpios for 
Xpiotés, as in 38$ A B D* (F) G and a few 
later mss. In cod. IN", it is ó Oe6s. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, with support 
from 1, 2105, 2816, and also N °" C D®™ and 
most later mss. His rendering is the same as 
that of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 

14 charitatem iv &yé&my ("charitatem habete" 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of habete 


lacks support from Greek mss. See Annot. The 
rendering of Erasmus is the same as that of the 


early Vulgate and Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put 
induimini dilectionem, making a more explicit 
connection with ivBUcao€e in vs. 12. 

14 quae ftis quod" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects 
the substitution of 6, as in codd. ABCFG 
048 and a few other mss. In codd. N * D*, it 
is Ós. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
alongside 1, 2105, 2816, with Ne" D°" and 
most later mss. The same change was made by 
Lefévre. 


15 dei tot 0:00 (“Christi” Vg.). The Vulgate 
follows a text substituting Xpic ToU for Gov, 
as found in codd. N * A B C* D* F G and about 
twenty other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as 
Noor Cor por and about 560 later mss. (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 4, pp. 122-3). 
See Annot. A similar substitution of siprvn 
TOU XpicToU for elprjvr ToU Geo occurs 
in cod. A at Phil. 477. Erasmus has the same 
wording as Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


15 palmam ferat BpaPevétwo (“exultet” Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 9,24, and Annot. The Vulgate ren- 
dering appears among the Loca Obscura. Valla 
Annot. proposed brabiet, and Lefèvre palmam 
obtineat. 

15 in quam eis fjv (“in qua" Vg.). Erasmus is 
more accurate here. See Annot. 
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15 xAnOnte. The spelling exAnOnte in 
1516-22 was probably a printer’s error, as it 
was not derived from Erasmus’ mss. at Basle. 


15 sitis yiveoOe (“estote” Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 
14,20. 


16 Sermo 6 Aóyos ("Verbum" 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Job. 1,1. Lefévre made the same change. 


16 XpicToU. Cod. 2815 has Geol, as in codd. 
A C* and some later mss. 


16 inbabitet tvorxeite (“habitet” Vg.). Eras- 
mus aims to render the Greek prefix év- more 
precisely. See also on Rom. 7,17. The Vul- 
gate happens to correspond more closely with 
olkeirco in P“. 


16 opulente vA^ouoicos (“abundanter” Vg.). Eras- 
mus similarly puts opulente in place of abunde 
at Tit. 3,6 (1519). He further replaces abunde 
by affatim at 1 Tim. 6,17. However, in rendering 
moucis at 2 Petr. 1,11, he is content to use 
abunde as a replacement for abundanter. His 
choice of opulente, though quite rare in classi- 
cal Latin usage, was nearer to the sense of the 
Greek word. See Annot. This change was antici- 
pated by Manetti, while Lefévre put copiose. 


16 cum (twice) &v (“in” 1516 = Vg). See on 
Rom. 1,4. 


16 Doceteque et commonete BiSdoKovtes xoi 
vou8eroUvres ("docentes et commonentes” Vg.; 
"docentes et admonentes" 1516). In the Vul- 
gate (as also in the Greek text), these participles 
lack a nominative plural antecedent, and hence 
in 1519 Erasmus changes the construction. 
See Annot. The 1516 substitution of admoneo 
for commoneo has a parallel at 2 Tim. 2,14, 
where a similar change occurs in translating 
UtropipvijoKe, consistent with Vulgate usage 
at Tit. 3,1. Lefèvre made the same change as 
Erasmus' 1516 edition here. Manetti's version, 
possibly by a scribal error, had commouentes for 
commonentes. 


16 vos inuicem taxutous (“vosmetipsos” Vg.). 
Erasmus here treats éxvroUs as equivalent to 
GAA ous. See Annot. The rendering of Lefèvre 
was wosipsos. 


16 cantionibus yadvpois (“in psalmis" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate addition of iz has little support 
from Greek mss. See Annot. For cantio, see on 
1 Cor. 14,26. The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre had psalmis, omitting iz, but in 
Lefévre Comm. the Greek text was cited as év 
WoaAyois. 
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16 et (2nd.) xai (Vg. omits). The 1527 Vulgate 
column follows the Froben Vulgates of 1491 
and 1514 in placing et here. In most Vulgate 
mss., et is omitted at this point, with support 
from P“ N A B C* D* F G and a few later 
mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
with 1, 2105, 2816, and also C°" D and most 
later mss. The insertion of kai in most mss., 
both before and after Guvors, has been alleged 
to be the result of scribal harmonisation with 
the parallel passage at Eph. 5,19. Another expla- 
nation could be that an early corrector decided 
to abbreviate the present passage by omitting 
Kai, influenced by the absence of xai from the 
longer sequence of nouns in vs. 12, above. The 
versions of Manetti and Lefèvre both have et 
(omitted in Lefévre’s Vulgate column). 


16 laudibus Spvois ("hymnis" Vg.). The word 
hymnus did not occur in classical Latin usage, 
though Erasmus retains it at Eph. 5,19 for 
Gyvos, and in rendering Upvéw at Mt. 26,30; 
Mc. 14,26. 


16 cantilenis dBais (“canticis” Vg.). See on 
1 Cor. 14,26. 

16 canentes &Sovrtes (“cantantes” Vg.). See on 
Ioh. 13,38. Lefèvre made the same substitution. 


16 corde vestro ti Kapdig Uydv ("cordibus 
vestris" Vg.). The Vulgate corresponds with the 
substitution of tais kapbíais for ti xapbía, 
as in P“ N ABC D* FG and a few other 
mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
along with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as D^?" I and 
most later mss. See Annot. A similar substitution 
of rais kapbíois occurs in codd. N°" A D 
F G at Eph. 5,19. The same change was again 
made by Lefèvre. 


16 domino TŒ Kupi ("deo" Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus cites deo as the Vulgate reading, but 
the 1527 Vulgate column follows the Froben 
edition of 1514 in putting domino. The earlier 
Vulgate use of deo reflected the substitution of 
0c for kupío, as in PS N A B C* D* 
F G and a few other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 
2816, and also C^" D and most later mss. 
See Annot. Once again, the adoption of kupiw 
has been alleged to be a harmonisation with 
Epb. 5,19. An alternative explanation of this 
discrepancy is that the substitution of 6&& 
was an interpretative change, influenced by 
suyapiotoUvtes TH Occo in vs. 17. However, 
an accidental alteration of a single letter (60 
for kc) was capable of producing the same 
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Poi T&v 6 äv mote v Adyw f) iv 
Épyc, Trávra £v óvóyuami Kupiou ‘Inaot, 
eUxapiooUvtes TÀ Cec koi Tratpi 5r 
auto. 

18 Ai yuvoatikes, Utrotdaceote ois iSi- 
ois &vEpdowv, as dvijKev ¿v Kupio. Poi 
&vBpes, &yorr&re Tas yuvaikas, Kal uh 
TüKpaívecO0e mrpds attds. P rà tékva, 
Utraxovete Tois yoveUci kaTà TrévTa 
ToUTo yáp éotiv evdpectov TH kupíco. 
"lof tratépes, ut) épsOiZere TH Téxva 
Gudv, iva ph d&buudow. Zoi 500- 
Aoi, ÜTraKouUeTE KaT& TrávTa TOIS KAT 
cápka Kupiors, pt) èv óp8oAnobouAMous 


19 tmxpavecte A? B-E: mikpoave A* 


17 sermone aut facto B-E: in sermone aut in 
dominis 4 | obsequiis B-E: in obsequiis 4 


result. Both Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same correction as Erasmus. 


17 Et xai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate corresponds 
with the omission of kai in codd. D* F G. See 
Annot. The version of Lefévre again made the 
same change. 

17 quicquid wav & &v ("Omne quodcunque" 
Vg.). See on Joh. 14,13 for quicquid. Erasmus 
considered that the use of this word made omne 
superfluous: see on vs. 23, below, and also on 
Rom. 10,13. His Greek text is here based on 
cod. 2817. In cod. 2105, it is r&v 6 &&v. Most 
other mss. add ‘i after 6. 


17 egeritis ... facite, gratias agentes TOIÑTE ... eù- 
xapicToUvres ("facitis ... gratias agentes” Vg.). 
Some editions of the late Vulgate, e.g. the 1502 
Glossa Ordinaria, already added facite before gra- 
tias, though the extra verb was not added by 
the 1527 Vulgate column or the Froben editions 
of 1491 and 1514. Erasmus retained facite from 
the late Vulgate for the sake of clarity, but sub- 
stituted egeritis for facitis, to avoid repetition. 
Lefèvre replaced facitis with sit: faciatis, but did 
not insert facite before gratias agentes in either 
his translation or his accompanying Vulgate 
text. 


17 sermone aut facto tv ddyw 1) tv Epyw (“in 
verbo aut in opere” Vg.; “in sermone aut in 
facto" 1516). For the omission of iz, see on 
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"Et quicquid egeritis sermone aut 
facto, omnia in nomine domini lesu 
facite, gratias agentes deo et patri per 
illum. 

®Vxores, subditae estote propriis 
viris, sicuti conuenit, in domino. 
? Viri, diligite vxores, et ne sitis ama- 
rulenti aduersus illas. Filii, obedite 
parentibus in omnibus: hoc enim bene 
placet domino. ?! Patres, ne prouocetis 
liberos vestros, ne despondeant ani- 
mum. Serui, obedite per omnia iis 
qui domini sunt secundum carnem, 
non obsequiis ad oculum exhibitis 


facto A | 22 iis ... carnem B-E: carnalibus 


Iob. 1,26. For sermo, see on Iob. 1,1, and for 
factum, see on loh. 3,21. Lefèvre put in sermone 
aut in opere. 


17 lesu "Inoo0 (“nostri Iesu Christi" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate insertion of nostri lacks Greek 
ms. support, but in adding Cbristi, the late 
Vulgate corresponds with the reading 'Inooó 
XpioroU in cod. N and a few later mss. In 
codd. A C D* FG, Inoot Xpiotoð is substitu- 
ted for kupíou "IncoO. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816, with 
p“ B D°! and most later mss. His rendering 
agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


17 illum oxroU (“ipsum” Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,20. 


18 Vxores At yuvoikes "Mulieres" Vg.). This 
substitution produces consistency with Vulgate 
usage in vs. 19. See on 1 Cor. 7,1. Valla Annot. 
and Lefévre also proposed this change. 

18 propriis viris Toig l5loig &v6páciv. ("viris 
vestris" Vg. 1527; "viris" Vg. mss.). The addition 
of vestris by the 1527 Vulgate column, following 
the Froben edition of 1514, corresponds with 
tois &vBpáciv pov in codd. D* F G, and also 
cod. 2105. In most Vulgate mss., the reading 
viris reflects a text having just rois &vOpáciv, 
as in P“ N A B C D” and many later mss., 
including cod. 1. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
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and 2817, with cod. 2816 and many other late 
mss. In this instance, there are grounds for sus- 
pecting that iBíots might represent a harmonisa- 
tion with Ep. 5,22. For other textual variants 
involving iS10s, see on Eph. 4,28; 5,24. Manet- 
ti made the same change as Erasmus. Lefévre 
(both columns) had just viris, as in the earlier 
Vulgate. 


18 sicuti coc "sicut" Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 
Lefèvre had vt. 


18 conuenit dvijxev ("oportet" Vg.). See on Eph. 
5,4. The Greek word signifies appropriateness 
rather than necessity. Manetti put decet, and 
Lefévre par est. 


19 uxores tàs yuvaikas (“vxores vestras" late 
Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate, under 
influence from the Old Latin, corresponds 
with the addition of Gydv in codd. C°" D* 
F G. Both Manetti and Lefèvre made the same 
correction as Erasmus. 


19 ne sitis amarulenti yù mixpaivesðe (nolite 
amari esse" Vg.). See on Rom. 11,18 for the 
removal of nolo. However, amarulentus was rare 
in classical usage by comparison with amarus. 
Manetti put ze amari sitis. 


19 aduersus pós (“ad” Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus 
also suggests ergz, which was the rendering of 
Lefévre. See further on Rom. 10,21. 


20 in omnibus «cà Trávta ("per omnia” Vg.). 
This change is for the sake of variety, in view 
of Erasmus’ retention of per omnia for the same 
Greek phrase in vs. 22. Elsewhere he is content 
to use per omnia at Act. 17,22, 25; Hebr. 2,17; 
4,15. 


20 bene placet tativ evcpeotov (placitum est" 
Vg.). Erasmus seeks to convey the meaning of 
the Greek prefix ev-. In Annot., he also suggests 
gratum or acceptum. See further on Rom. 12,1. 
The Vulgate may reflect the word-order evdpe- 
otov gotiv, as found in 33 N A B C D 048 
and some other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, 
and also F G 0198"4 and most other mss. The 
version of Ambrosiaster had placet, Manetti est 
beneplacitum (Pal. Lat. 45), and Lefèvre beneplacens 
est. 

20 domino t& kupíc (“in domino" Vg.). Eras- 
mus here follows cod. 2817, with support from 
cod. 1, along with cod. 0198 and some later 
mss. The Vulgate reflects the reading £v kupic, 
as in codd. 2105, 2815, 2816 and most other 
mss., commencing with 3355 N A B CDFG. 
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See Annot. The version of Manetti was the same 
as that of Erasmus, while Lefévre put apud 
dominum. 

21 ne prouocetis ut èpeðičere (“nolite ad indigna- 
tionem prouocare" Vg.). For ze, see on Rom. 
11,18. The Vulgate insertion of ad indignatio- 
nem may reflect the substitution of pì Trapopyi- 
Zete, as in codd. A D* 0198 and more than 100 


later mss., including cod. 2105, possibly arising 
from harmonisation with Eph. 6,4 (rendered by 
the Vulgate as nolite ad iracundiam prouocare). 
Cf. also the itacism, pù mapopyičetan in 
codd. X C F G and six other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 
1, 2816 and about 480 other mss., commencing 
with 3B*é'4 B D (for the statistics, see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 4, pp. 124-6). In 
Annot., Erasmus suggested that ad indignationem 
was a later interpretative addition to the original 
Vulgate wording. Manetti put ze irritetis, and 
Lefèvre nolite irritare. 


21 liberos Tà téxva (“filios” Vg.). See on Gal. 
4,27. 


21 ne despondeant animum iva uù &Ouuociw 
(“vt non pusillo animo fiant" Vg.). In classical 
usage, pusillus animus generally referred to petty- 
mindedness or meanness, whereas &6upéco has 
more to do with despair or discouragement. See 
Annot. Concerning the avoidance of vt non, see 
on Joh. 3,20. Manetti put ne pusillanimes effici- 
antur, and Lefèvre ze tristitia conficiantur. 


22 iis qui domini sunt secundum carnem vols 
Kat& cápka Kupiois ("dominis carnalibus" 
Vg.; "carnalibus dominis" 1516). From 1519 
onwards, Erasmus conveys the sense of xarà 
cóápka more accurately. See on Eph. 6,5. The 
Vulgate word-order corresponds more closely 
with Tois Kuplois KaT& odeKa in codd. F G, 
but is probably only a matter of translation. 
22 obsequiis ad oculum exhibitis tv òpðañpo- 
SouAians (“ad oculum seruientes" Vg.; “in ob- 
sequiis ad oculum exhibitis" 1516). At Eph. 6,6, 
rendering kat’ d6p@aAyoSouAeiav, Erasmus was 
content to retain ad oculum seruientes. The spell- 
ing -íaig comes from cod. 2815, supported by 
cod. 2816, with Ñ C and some later mss., and 
this is how the text is cited in Annot. In codd. 
1 and 2817, with many other late mss., it is 
-elois. Others, commencing with P* A B D 
F G, have -iq (as in cod. 2105) or -eíq, in the 
singular. Manetti put ad oculos seruientes, and 
Lefèvre seruitiis ad oculum (but in Comm., seruitio 
ad oculum and óg6oApobovAsia). 
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Òs åvðpwrápeokoi, GAA’ èv ómAó- 
Tnm: KapSias, poßoúpevoi Tov Gedv. 
Sai T&v 6 te av moiÑTe, Ek wuyiis 
épyaceode, ws TH Kupic Kal ovK áv- 
Opwrtrois, MeidóTtes St: mò xuplou 
&troAnweobe thy  ávroamóBociv Tijs 
KAnpovouías TO yap Kupio Xpiotd 
Souaevete, Fó BE GSiKdv kopeta 
& Siknoe, kai otk got: TpocwTro- 
Anwia. 


4 Oi xüpioi, TO Sikaiov Kal thv 
icórnra Tois ovos Trapéyxso8E, 
eidétes St: kai Wyeis Éyere kúpiov èv 
oupavois. 


22 cum B-E: inA 
4,1 aequitatem B-E: quod iustum est 4 


22 tanquam cos (“quasi” Vg.). See on Rom. 9,32; 
Epb. 6,6. Manetti and Lefèvre made the same 
change. 


22 bominibus placere studentes &v6porrápeokoi 
("hominibus placentes" Vg.). See again on Eph. 
6,6. 


22 cum èv (“in” 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,4. 


22 deum tov Oedv (“dominum” Vg.). The Vul- 
gate reflects the substitution of küpiov for Oedv, 
as in codd. N * A B C D* F G 048 and some 
other mss., with cod. 2105 among them. Eras- 
mus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, with support 
from 1 and 2816, with P* N ^" Der as well 
as most later mss. See Annot. Both Manetti and 
Lefévre put deum, as did Lefévre's Vulgate text, 
along with some other late Vulgate copies. 


23 Et xai r&v (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion is supported by 955 N* A B C D*FG 
and twenty later mss. Erasmus’ Greek text 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2105, 2816, as well as D°" and about 540 
later mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 4, pp. 126-31). It has been suggested that 
«al T&v was added by scribes from vs. 17 
(where most mss. have xoi mõv ð m Gv). 
However, at the earlier passage, kat is omitted 
by codd. D* F G. Casual omissions of rr&g 
by early mss. occur e.g. at Rom. 16,15 (3B'9y; 
1 Cor. 10,11 (A B); 2 Cor. 3,18 (38:5; 7,15 (N *); 
Eph. 39 (8* A); 6,21 (D* F G); see also on 
Gal. 4,26. It remains possible that kai trav was 
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tanquam hominibus placere studentes, 
sed cum simplicitate cordis, timentes 
deum. ?Et quicquid feceritis, ex ani- 
mo facite, tanquam domino et non 
hominibus, ^? scientes quod a domi- 
no recipietis mercedem haereditatis, 
nam domino Christo seruitis.  Cae- 
terum qui peccarit, reportabit pecca- 
tum suum, et non est personarum 
respectus. 


Vos domini, aequitatem et aequa- 

bilitatem seruis exhibete, scientes 
quod et vos habeatis dominum in 
coelis. 


accidentally or intentionally omitted by a few 
early scribes at the present passage. In leaving 
trav untranslated here, Erasmus was not necessa- 
rily influenced by the Vulgate, but regarded 
omne as superfluous when accompanied by guic- 
quid: in vs. 17, above, where virtually all mss. 
have Tr&v, he omitted omne even though the 
Vulgate included it. See further on Rom. 10,13. 
Manetti and Lefévre both put et omne. 

23 quicquid 5 te táv ("Quodcunque" Vg.). See 
on Job. 14,13 for quicquid. The adoption of te 
in Erasmus' text has very little ms. support, and 
appears to have arisen from a printer's error. 
The reading of codd. 1, 2815, 2816, 2817 and 
most other mss. is 6 T! &&v. In cod. 2105 and 
almost 100 other mss., commencing with N A 
B C, it is just 6 &&v. Other variants also exist, 
principally 6 mı &v in cod. D°", and à ðv in 
P“ D* F G. (See Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vol. 4, pp. 126-31). Erasmus’ rendering is the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster. 

23 feceritis Tout\te (“facitis” Vg.). As in vs. 17, 
Erasmus prefers the future perfect tense as a 
means of representing the Greek subjunctive. 
Lefévre put faciatis. 

23 facite tpydCeobe ("operamini" Vg.). Cf. on 
1 Cor. 9,6. Erasmus here treats troiéo and 
èpyáčouar as synonymous. However, in this 
context of an exhortation to servants, whether 
serving God or a human master, the Vulgate 
rendering of tpydGouai by operor (“work”) 
seems more accurate and appropriate. 
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23 tanquam os (“sicut” Vg). See on Rom. 
13,13, and Annot. The version of Lefèvre made 
the same substitution. 

24 recipietis è&morńyeoðe (“accipietis” Vg.). 
Cf. on Job. 5,43. Erasmus’ Greek text follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, along with cod. 1, sup- 
ported (with minor variations of spelling) by 
N* B C*4 D F G and a few other mss. 
In codd. 2105, 2816 and most other mss., it 
is Afjyso6e, corresponding with Ajwyeode in 
Pp Nor A Cer, As indicated in Annot., Eras- 
mus’ rendering agrees with that of Ambrosiaster: 
the same change was also made by Lefévre. 


24 mercedem tiv àvtanmóðooiw ("retributio- 
nem" Vg.). The word retributio did not occur 
in classical usage. Cf. on Rom. 11,9. 


24 nam domino t®& yap Kupi (“domino” 
Vg.). The Vulgate reflects the omission of yp, 
as in P“ N A B C D* (F G) and a few other 
mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
with support from 1, 2105, 2816, and also Do" 
and most later mss. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus 
incorrectly cites the text as Té Kuplco yap. His 
rendering was the same as that of Lefévre 
(Comm.), while Manetti put Domino enim. 


24 seruitis BovAevete (“seruite” Vg.). The Vul- 
gate treatment of SouAevete as an imperative 
is partly dependent on the omission of yáp: 
see the previous note. If yóp is included, it is 
preferable to take the verb as a present indicative. 
See Annot. Both Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre had 
the same rendering as Erasmus. 


25 Caeterum qui ó Bé ("Qui enim" Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects the substitution of 6 yáp, 
attested by codd. X A B C D* F G 048 and 
some later mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, as well 
as D°" and most later mss. See Annot. Both 
Manetti and Lefévre put Qui autem. 


25 pecarit ... peccatum suum Sica ... Ó 1jbi- 
knoe ("iniuriam facit ... id quod inique gessit" 
Vg.). Erasmus seeks to render these two instances 
of &Stxéw more consistently. Elsewhere he re- 
tains iniuriam facio for &&wéco at Mt. 20,13; Act. 
7,27; 1 Cor. 6,8, and reserves pecco chiefly for 
&paprévo. See Annot. The rendering of Lefèvre 
was iniuriam facit ... quod iniuria affecit. Manet- 
ti followed the Vulgate, except that he omitted 
id. 

25 reportabit Koweitot  ("recipiet" Vg). See 
on 2 Cor. 5,10. Manetti anticipated this change. 
Lefévre had portabit. 
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25 personarum respectus wpoacomoAnyia (“per- 
sonarum acceptio apud deum" late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate, under influ- 
ence from the Old Latin, corresponds with the 
addition of mapà Tí Oe in codd. F G I, 
possibly representing a harmonisation with 
Rom. 2,11. For the substitution of respectus, see 
further on Act. 10,34; Eph. 6,9. See also Annot. 
Both Manetti and Lefévre omitted apud deum 
but retained acceptio. 


4,1 Vos domini Oi kópio1 (““Domini” Vg.). Eras- 
mus' addition of vos was consistent with Vulgate 
usage at Eph. 6,9, making clear that domini is 
a vocative and not a genitive. In Annot., he 
attributes vos to the Vulgate at the present 
passage, though it does not appear in the 1527 
Vulgate column or in the Froben Vulgates of 
1491 and 1514. 


1 aequitatem TÒ Sikaov (“quod iustum est" 
1516 = Vg.). Erasmus sensed that an abstract 
noun was required here, seeing that the Greek 
word is paired with icórnra. Lefèvre put iusti- 
tiam. Manetti's version replaced quod iustum est 
et aequum with quod iustum et equum est. 


1 aequabilitatem tiv lodtyTa (“aequum” Vg.). 
In Annot., Erasmus also suggested aequalita- 
tem. See further on 2 Cor. 8,13. Lefévre put 
aequitatem. 


1 exbibete maptyeoðe (“praestate” Vg.). In codd. 
2105 and 2815, together with cod. C and many 
later mss., trapéyete is substituted for mtap- 
éxeo@e, Erasmus retains praesto for Tapéyw at 
Le. 7,4; Act. 16,16; 19,24; 22,2; 28,2: usually this 
had the sense of “provide”, but at Act. 28,2 he 
was content to follow the Vulgate in using 
praesto for the display of an abstract quality 
(praestabant .. humanitatem). For his use of 
exhibeo elsewhere, cf. on Act. 1,3. At the present 
passage, he adopts the rendering of Lefévre. 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti had pr(a)ebete. 


1 quod ... habeatis dominum 671 ... Éxeve KUPIOV 
("quoniam ... dominum habetis" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 1,20 for quod and the subjunctive. The 
Vulgate does not appear to have explicit Greek 
ms. support for placing dominum before the 
verb. Ambrosiaster (1492) and Manetti had 
quod ... habetis dominum, and Lefèvre quod ... 
dominum habetis. 


1 coelis oùpavoïs (“coelo” Vg.). The Vulgate 
singular reflects the substitution of opavé, 
as in codd. S * A B C I and a few other 
mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
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?Ti  mpocsuxyij TpooKaptepeite, 
yenyopoUvres v aŭt iv ebyapi- 
otia, 3 Yrpoctuxópevor &pa Kal mepi 
Tjucw, iva ó Beds dvoi§n tiv 6Upav 
ToU Aóyou, AGAfjoal TO pucTfípiov 
ToU XpicToU, iò Kai Sésa, fiva 
Qavepcocco aUTÓ, cos Sei pe AaAToa. 
Siv copia TeplTrateite Teds ToUs Eco, 
Tov Kaipov EEayopatéuevor. — $6 Aó- 
yos Uudv mavtote èv yapiti, &AaTi 
Tptupévos, Sevan tras Sef üp&g évi 
ék&o To étroKpiveo@at. 

TT&à Kar’ èyè Távra yvæpíosi óuiv 
Tuyikós, ó &yammrós ó5eAqós Kal 
Tiotds OiÁkovogs Kal ovvSouAos év 
Kupio,  *8v émepwa mpòs Ong eis 
auTd ToUTo, iva yv& Tà mepi Updy, 
Koi trapaKaAréon tas KapSias Uydy, 
?oUv 'Ovncíiuo tH Mote Kal &ya- 
TNT erga, Os éotiv && Uydov: mráv- 
Ta Üuiv yvcopiotci Tà Õe. 

V'AgTmáLero: ús Apíorapxos 6 
ouvaryucrAwtos pou, kai Mápkos ó 
&veyiós BapvaBa, trepl of &Aóere èv- 
TOAGS. àv EAOT Trpds yas, 5éEa| o8e 
autév, "Kal ‘Inoots ó Aeyópsvos 
‘lototos. oi óvrss èk Trepitoptis, otto: 


44 auto A-D: avto E 


2 Obsecrationi B-E: orationi A | 
opportunitatem B-E: oportunitatem 4 | 


cum B-E: et A | 
6 cum B-E: in A 
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?Obsecrationi instate, vigilantes in 
ea cum gratiarum actione, orantes 
simul et pro nobis, vt deus aperiat 
nobis ostium sermonis, vt loquamur 
mysterium Christi, propter quod et 
vinctus sum, ‘vt manifestem illud, 
sicut oportet me loqui. Sapienter 
ambulate erga extraneos, opportunita- 
tem redimentes. $Sermo vester sem- 
per cum gratia, sit sale conditus, vt 
sciatis quomodo oporteat vos vnicui- 
que respondere. 

"De omnibus rebus meis certiores 
vos faciet Tychicus dilectus frater et 
fidus minister et conseruus in do- 
mino, quem misi ad vos, in hoc 
ipsum vt cognoscat quid agatis et 
consoletur corda vestra, ?vna cum 
Onesimo fido et dilecto fratre, qui 
est ex vobis: de omnibus, vobis ex- 
ponent, quae hic agantur. 

Salutat vos Aristarchus con- 
captiuus meus, et Marcus conso- 
brinus Barnabae, de quo accepistis 
mandata. | Si venerit ad vos, ex- 
cipite eum, “et Iesus qui vocatur 
Iustus, qui sunt ex circuncisione. Hi 


5 Sapienter B-E: In sapientia Æ | 
| 7 faciet B-E: reddet A | 


10 mandata. Si B-E: mandata, si 4 | 11 lesus A^ B-E: Iesu 4* 


alongside 1, 2105, 2816, with N ©" D F G and 
most other mss. His rendering agreed with that 
of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre. 


2 Obsecrationi Tij tpocevyi} (“orationi” 1516 
7 Vg.). A similar substitution occurs at 1 Tim. 
2,1 (1519). Usually Erasmus prefers precatio or 
deprecatio for tpooeVYXh, and reserves obsecratio 
for énos. For his removal of oratio, see further 
on Act. 1,14. 


2 cum tv (“in” Vg.; “et” 1516 Lat.). See on Rom. 
1,4. In 1516, possibly Erasmus had intended 
et in. 


3 vt loquamur AaMoc ("ad loquendum" Vg.). 
In rendering AcAfjcot at 1 Thess. 2,2, Erasmus 
was content to use ad loquendum ... euangelium. 


3 et (2nd.) kal (“etiam” Vg.). Erasmus wanted 
the less emphatic sense, "also", rather than 
"even". Lefévre made the same change. 


4 sicut as (“ita vt" Vg.) Erasmus similarly 
prefers sicut oportet to prout oportet at Epb. 
6,20. Generally, though not with entire con- 
sistency, he reserved ita vt for ioo Te. Manetti 
anticipated this change, while Lefèvre put quem- 
admodum. 
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5 Sapienter tv copig (“In sapientia" 1516 = Vg.). 
By using an adverb, Erasmus gives a clearer but 
less literal rendering. The word sapienter does 
not occur elsewhere in his N.T. translation. 


5 erga pds (“ad” Vg). See on Act. 3,25. 
Lefévre also made this change. 


5 extraneos TOUS tw (“eos qui foris sunt” Vg.). 
A similar substitution occurs at 1 Thess. 4,12 
(1516 only), and also in rendering t&v ££co&ev 
at 1 Tim. 3,7. Erasmus retains qui foris sunt at 
Mc. 4,11; 1 Cor. 5,12-13. 

5 opportunitatem tov «oipóv (“tempus” Vg.). 
Another such substitution occurs at Hebr. 11,15. 
At Eph. 5,16, Erasmus preferred redimentes occa- 
sionem: see ad loc. 


6 cum èv (“in” 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 1,4. 


6 sit sale conditus Kati ÑpTupévos ("sale sit 
conditus" Vg.). The position of sit is a matter 
of interpretation, as the Greek text lacks a main 
verb: see Annot. The word-order adopted by 
Lefévre was sale conditus sit. 


7 De omnibus rebus meis Tà war’ tuè mrávra 
(“Quae circa me sunt omnia" Vg.) See on 
Eph. 6,22. Lefévre put Quae penes me sunt ... 
omnium. 


7 certiores vos faciet yuwpicea Ouiv (“vobis nota 
faciet" Vg.; "certiores vos reddet" 1516). See on 
2 Cor. 8,1. Manetti put nota vobis faciet, and 
Lefèvre certiores ... vos efficiet. 


7 dilectus &yannrtóş (“charissimus” Vg.). See 
on Act, 15,25. Erasmus has the same rendering 
as Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


7 fidus moTós (“fidelis” Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 
4,2. 


8 in els (“ad” Vg). A similar substitution 
occurs in rendering cis ToUTo at Mc. 1,38, in 
accordance with Vulgate usage at Joh. 18,37 (a); 
Rom. 9,17; Eph. 6,22; 1 Tim. 4,10. Inconsistently 
Erasmus changed iz to ad in rendering cis 
ToUTo at 1 Job. 3,8 (1519). 

8 quid agatis và Trepi Uudv (“quae circa vos 
sunt” Vg.). See on Eph. 6,22. Lefèvre put quae 
apud vos sunt. 


9 vna cum cUv (“cum” Vg). See on Act. 
1,22. 


9 fido et dilecto Tote Kai &yommróo (“cha- 
rissimo et fideli” Vg.). The Vulgate word-order 
corresponds with &yatnt kai micTÓ in 
codd. D F G and a few later mss. For fidus 
and dilectus, see on 1 Cor. 4,2 and Act. 15,25, 
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respectively. Manetti put fideli ac dilecto, and 
Lefévre Comm. had fideli et dilecto. 


9 est ex vobis tot ££ Gpdv (“ex vobis est” 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate word-order has little 
explicit support from Greek mss. Erasmus' ren- 
dering was in agreement with the earlier Vulgate, 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti, while Lefévre put 
vestras est. 


9 de omnibus ... quae bic agantur wavta ... TH 
&Be ("qui omnia quae hic aguntur" late Vg.). 
Cf. on Eph. 6,22 for de omnibus. Erasmus uses 
the subjunctive, agantur, as the verb is part of 
an indirect statement. The insertion of qui by 
the late Vulgate corresponds with the addition 
of oi before rrávra in cod. D*. Cf. Annot. The 
version of Manetti put omnia ... quecunque hic 
aguntur, and Lefèvre omnia .. quae bic sunt 
(cf. Ambrosiaster, who placed omnia quae bic 
sunt before nota). 


9 exponent yvwprovar (“nota facient" Vg.). See 
on 2 Cor. 8,1 for Erasmus' occasional avoidance 
of notum facio. Here, for the sake of variety, he 
chooses not to repeat certiores facio de, which 
he had used in vs. 7. In Annot., he cites the Vul- 
gate as having zota faciet, singular, for yvcopi- 
ovo, and this was also the reading of the 1492 
edition of Ambrosiaster. 


10 excipite 5éGao8e ("suscipite" late Vg). This 
substitution is comparable with the Vulgate use 
of excipio for tpoodtxoua at Phil. 2,29. See 
also on Act. 17,7; Gal. 4,14. Erasmus restores 
the earlier Vulgate wording. Lefévre had vt 
suscipiatis (cf. Ambrosiaster, vt ... exciptatis). 


10 cum aùtóv (“illum” Vg.) It would seem 
that Erasmus originally made this change with 
the intention that the pronoun should be un- 
derstood as applying to Barnabas rather than 
Mark. However, in 1522 Annot., he concedes 
that the preceding o could relate to either 
person. The insertion of a full-stop after mandata 
in 1519-35 did not resolve this ambiguity, and 
if anything, caused confusion by disconnecting 
lesus qui vocatur Iustus in vs. 11 from Salutat in 
vs. 10. The same change of pronoun was made 
by Lefèvre, while Manetti put ipsum. 


11 qui vocatur ó Aeyóusvos (“qui dicitur" Vg.). 
See on Act. 24,14. The insertion of a full-stop 
after "locos, from 1522 onwards, alters the 
sense and creates a discrepancy from the Latin 
text: possibly the typesetter misread an instruc- 
tion to substitute a full-stop after meprropñs. 
Lefèvre had cognomento. 
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Móvoi cuvepyol eis tiv BaciAcíav ToU 
GcoU, oitives EyevSnodv poi Trapnyo- 
pla. P&omátero: Up&s Etrappas 6 ££ 
Uydv So0Aos Xpio to, TrávroTe &ycvi- 
Couevos Utrép Udy £v rods Trpoceuyais, 
iva o Tf|jre TéAEIO1 Kal TreTATNpwpévor èv 
mavti eA pai ToU Geol. P paptupd 
yap auTO Sti Eye CijAov TroAUv Urrtp 
Udy, kai v èv Aaobixeig kai àv èv 
"lepacróAei,.  d&omdZetat vus AouKds ó 
iatpds 6 å&yarnTós, xod Anuas. 5 &cmrá- 
cac8e tous &v AaoBikeía &deAqous, kai 
Nuupõv, xoi Thy Kart’ ofkov ato èk- 
KAngiav. !ékol órav &vayvocérj Tap’ 
Upddv Å &rricTOAT), Troijoate iva Kal èv 
Ti Aaodixéwv éxkAnoia &varyvoxc8f, kal 
Tijv èk Aaodixeias, iva Kai Gyeis &va- 
yverte. koi citrate Apyitrtra, BAéte 
Tijv Siokoviav fjv trapéAaBes èv kupio, 
iva autiy mAnpois. 
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soli cooperarii sunt ad regnum dei, 
qui fuere mihi solatio. ™Salutat vos 
Epaphras, qui ex vobis est seruus 
Christi, semper anxie laborans pro 
vobis in precationibus, vt stetis per- 
fecti et completi in omni voluntate 
dei. P Testimonium enim illi perhi- 
beo, quod habeat multum studium 
pro vobis et his qui sunt Laodiceae 
et his qui Hierapoli. “Salutat vos 
Lucas medicus dilectus et Demas. 
5Salutate fratres qui sunt Laodiceae, 
et Nympham, et quae in domo illius 
est congregationem: “et quum reci- 
tata fuerit a vobis epistola, facite vt 
et in Laodicensium ecclesia recitetur, 
et eam quae scripta est ex Laodicea, 
vt vos quoque legatis. "Et dicite 
Archippo: Vide ministerium quod ac- 
cepisti in domino, vt illud impleas. 


13 troAuv Æ B-E: moanv A* | 14 aotraleta Æ B-E: aomratere A* 


12 anxie C-E: enixe A B | precationibus B-E: orationibus A | 14 et Demas A‘ B-E: om. A* | 
16 recitata B-E: lecta /4 | recitetur B-E: legatur A | vos quoque B-E: et vos A 


11 cooperarii sunt cuvepyol ("sunt adiutores 
mei" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The addi- 
tion of mei, in some copies of the Vulgate, 
corresponds with the reading ouvepyoi pov 
eloiv in codd. D* F G. See on Rom. 16,21 for 
cooperarius. Lefèvre put just cooperatores. 


11 ad regnum sis tiv BaciAe(av (“in regno" 
Vg.) Erasmus is more accurate here. Lefévre 
made the same change. 

11 fuere mibi solatio tyevi Pnod uo Tapnyopia 
(“mihi fuerunt solatio" Vg.). The Vulgate word- 
order lacks explicit support from Greek mss. 
Erasmus does not elsewhere use the shortened 
form, fuere, except at Mt. 14,21. Manetti put 
facti sunt mibi solatium, and Lefèvre michi con- 
solationi fuerunt. 


12 Christi Xpiotoŭ ("Christi Iesu” Vg). The 
Vulgate reflects the addition of "Inoot, as in 
codd. N A B C I and some other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 
1 and 2816, with 395 D F G and most other 
mss. In cod. 2105*, the words 8o00Aos Xpic oU 


were omitted. Both Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same correction as Erasmus. 


12 anxie laborans &ycibóuevos. ("sollicitus" 
Vg; "enixe laborans" 1516-19). The change 
from enixe (“strenuously”) to anxie (“anxiously”) 
was first introduced in the separate Latin N.T. 
of 1521. However, in Annot. from 1519 onwards, 
Erasmus continued to recommend enixe. Manetti 
and Lefèvre both put certans. 

12 precationibus vais tpoceuyais "orationibus" 
1516 = Vg.). See on Act. 1,14. 

12 stetis otñTe. In Annot., Erasmus cites the 
Greek as having ite, a reading which is 
found in cod. I and a few later mss. In codd. 
N * B, it is oraðñte. However, he retained stetis 
and otijte in his Latin and Greek texts from 
1516-35, following codd. 2815 and 2817, sup- 
ported by 1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss., 
commencing with N^?" A C D F G. The 
version of Lefèvre had persistatis. 

12 completi vremAnpoouévoi. (“pleni” Vg.). A 
similar substitution occurs at 2 Job. 12, but 


EPISTOLA AD COLOSSENSES 4,1-17 


Erasmus retains plenus for vremAnpeou£vos at 
1 Job. 1,4; Ap. Iob. 3,2. Cf. on Phil. 4,18; Col. 
2,10. Manetti and Lefévre put repleti. 


13 multum studium Ci\\ov TroAuy ("multum 
laborem" Vg.). The Vulgate corresponds with 
TroAUy Kétrov in codd. D* F G. In a few other 
mss., including codd. N A B C, it is moàùv 
Tróvov. Although Erasmus’ translation retains 
the Vulgate word-order, his Greek text follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 
2816 and most later mss. (cf. also ToAUv GfjAov 
in cod. D^"). The spelling TroAfjv in the 1516 
edition was a typesetting error, corrected in 
the errata. Some textual critics have argued in 
favour of Tróvov, on the grounds that it is a 
lectio difficilior. Although this word can have the 
sense of "toil", its other meanings of "pain" or 
“distress” (found at Ap. Iob. 16,10-11; 21,4) are 
less applicable to the present context, hence 
providing a theoretical motive for scribes to 
replace trévov with a variety of other expres- 
sions. However, whereas Tróvos occurs nowhere 
else in the Epistles, ZijAos is consistent with 
Pauline usage (e.g. CfjAov Utrép époU at 2 Cor. 
7,7). If GjAov was genuine, it is possible that 
Kórrov and trévov originated as comments in 
the margin, by an early annotator who wished 
to elucidate the connection between CfjAov and 
é&yovitdépevos (vs. 12), and to make clear that 
CfjAov did not here convey the sense of fana- 
ticism or jealousy (as at Rom. 10,2; Gal. 5,20). 
In Annot., Erasmus offers multam aemulationem 
and multum zelum as alternatives. The rendering 
of Manetti had multam emulationem, and Lefèvre 
zelum multum. Yn Comm., Lefévre also noted the 
variant 1ró8ov, which replaces ZijAov in a few 
late mss. 


13 his qui sunt ... his qui x&v ... t&v (“pro his 
qui sunt ... qui" Vg.). The Vulgate probably 
does not reflect any difference of Greek text. 
Erasmus regarded the repetition of pro as super- 
fluous here, after the preceding use of pro vobis. 
Manetti put pro bis qui sunt (twice), and Lefévre 
pro iis qui sunt ... iis qui. 

14 &oméčerai. The spelling &ovrá&ere in the 
1516 text was an itacistic printer's error, not 
derived from Erasmus' mss. He corrected this 
in the errata. A similar error occurred in cod. 
2815 in vs. 10. 

14 dilectus ó &yanntdés ("charissimus" Vg.). 
See on Act. 15,25. In cod. 2817, 6 was omitted. 
Manetti and Lefévre both made the same change 
as Erasmus. 
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15 illius atvtot ("eius" Vg). The changed 
pronoun refers back more pointedly to Nym- 
phas, as distinct from the congregatio which 
formed the subject of this clause. Manetti put 
sua. 


15 congregationem éxxAnoiav ("ecclesiam" late 
Vg. and some earlier Vg. mss., with Vg‘; "ec- 
clesia" other Vg. mss., with Vg""). See on Act. 
5,11. In Annot., Erasmus distinguished between 
a congregatio, drawn from the members of a 
single Christian household (i.e. that of Nym- 
phas), and the ecclesia which comprised all the 
Christians in a particular district (in this in- 
stance, Laodicea). Hence he retains ecclesia in 
vs. 16. 


16 recitata fuerit ... recitetur. Gvayvwodi, ... 
åvayvwoði ("lecta fuerit .. legatur" 1516 
7 Vg). A similar substitution occurs at 1 Thess. 
5,27 (1519). The verb recito more clearly refers 
to an audible, public reading. However, these 
changes are partly for the sake of variety, as 
Erasmus retains lego at the end of this verse. 
He further retains the passive of lego at several 
other passages. 


16 a vobis tag’ 9uóv ("apud vos" Vg.). Erasmus 
here follows cod. 2817, supported by only a few 
other late mss. The Vulgate corresponds more 
closely with trap’ ouv, which is found in codd. 
1, 2105, 2815, 2816 and most other mss. 


16 epistola f$ émotoAt ("epistola haec" late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate insertion of haec corre- 
sponds with the addition of oc) in a few late 
Greek mss. Both Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same correction as Erasmus. 


16 Aao8ikéov. Erasmus’ text here follows 
cod. 2815, together with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 
B D" and many later mss. The spelling of 
cod. 2817 and many other mss., commencing 
with N A C D* F G, was Aao8ikaícv. 


16 eam ... vt vos quoque legatis thy ... iva Kal 
Uyeis &varyvéore (“ea ... vobis legatur" late Vg.; 
"eam ... vt et vos legatis" 1516). The Vulgate, 
in effect, leaves iva kaí untranslated. There is 
little support for the omission of xai other 
than cod. D*. The late Vulgate change from 
active to passive similarly lacks Greek ms. sup- 
port. See Annot. The version of Manetti had the 
same wording as Erasmus’ 1516 edition. Lefévre 
had vt vos eam ... legatis. 


16 quae scripta est ex Laodicea èk Naoðwelas 
(“quae Laodicensium est" Vg). The Vulgate 
repetition of Laodicensium has little support 
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18O gotracyds TH Evi xeipl MowAou. 
uvnuoveúeré pou Tdv Beouóv. fj x&pis 
Hed’ Updov. duty. 

'Eypéen &nó 'Póuns 
Bi& Tuyixot koi 'Ovnoípov. 


Subscriptio eypaqn ... ovnciuou B-E: om. A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


BSalutatio mea manu Pauli. Me- 
mores sitis vinculorum meorum. Gra- 
tia vobiscum. Amen. 


Missa e Roma 
per Tychicum et Onesimum. 


Subscriptio Missa e Roma ... Onesimum E: om. A, Missa e Rhoma ... Onesimum B-D 


from Greek mss. apart from the improbable 
reading èv Aao81ikías in codd. F G. The version 
of Manetti put que (= quae) est Laodicensium. 
18 Memores sitis pwrnuovevete ("Memores estote" 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 14,20. Manetti and Lefèvre 
both put Mementote. 

18 Gratia f) x&pis ("Gratia domini nostri Iesu 
Christi" late Vg.). The late Vulgate addition has 
little support from Greek mss. See Annot. Both 


Manetti and Lefévre made the same correction 
as Erasmus. 


Subscriptio The 1516 omission of this sub- 
scription may have been caused by the fact 
that, in cod. 2817, the subscription is placed 
beneath the last line of commentary instead of 
occupying the usual position beneath the last 
line of scripture text, so that it was overlooked 
by the typesetter. 
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ITPOZ OEZZAAONIKEIZ 
EIHIZTOAH TIAYAOY 
NPQTH 


TlatAos Koi ZiAovaves Kai Tı- 

ydbeos TH éxKAnoig —OsccoAo- 
viktwv, èv Oe tratpi Kal kupi 
"noo Xpiot®&: ydpis vpiv Kai el- 
pňvn ad Ceo Tarpds dv Kai 
Kupíou 'InooU Xpiotov. 

Z7Evyapiototpev TH eG TrávroTE 
Tepl mávtTæv  Üpóv, pvelav Uydv 
Troioupevor mì  TÓV tMpoceuydv 
Adv, &SicAeltrtes °? pvnuovevovtes 


EPISTOLA PAVLI 
AD THESSALONICENSES 
PRIMA 


Paulus et Siluanus et Timo- 

theus ecclesiae — Thessalonicen- 
sium, in deo patre et domi 
no Iesu Christo: gratia vobis 
et pax a deo patre nostro et 
domino lesu Christo. 

?Gratias agimus deo semper 
de omnibus vobis, mentionem 
vestri facientes in precibus 
nostris, indesinenter 3 memores 


Inscriptio pos A B D E: vos C | 1,2 nuov A B E: upov CD 


Inscriptio EPISTOLA ... PRIMA E: AD THESSALONICENSES EPISTOLA PAVLI PRIMA 4-C, 


ERASMI VERSIO D | 
3 memores C-E: recolentes A B 


1,1 patre (1st.) totpi ("patre nostro” late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate addition of nostro is supported 
by cod. A and a few later mss. Erasmus’ cor- 
rection agrees with the earlier Vulgate, Ambro- 
siaster and Lefévre. 


1 a deo patre nostro et domino Iesu Christo &vó 
Geo TraTpós fuv kai kupíou “Inco Xpi- 
coU (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission is sup- 
ported by cod. B F G and forty-two other mss., 
including cod. 2105. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, with 1 and 2816, as well as 
N A (D) I and about 500 later mss. (see Aland 
Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 4, pp. 298-300). See 
on Col 1,2 for a similar variation among 
the mss. and see also Ænzot. Both Manetti 
and Lefévre made the same change (though 
in Lefèvre Comm., patre was accidentally 
omitted). 


2 de mepi ("pro^ Vg.). See on Rom. 14,12. 


2 mentionem uvelav ("memoriam" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,9. Manetti put commemorationem. 


11 Siluanus B-E: Syluanus A | 2 precibus B-E: orationibus A | 


2 vestri Sudov. The reading fjuóv in cod. 2817 
appears to be an itacistic error, as it is in- 
appropriate to the context. In cod. 2816, together 
with N * A B and a few later mss., accompanied 
by some Vulgate mss. (and Vg"), the word is 
altogether omitted. Erasmus' text here follows 
cod. 2815, along with 1 and 2105, and also 
Nr C D F G and most other mss. 

2 precibus T&v pooeuy cv (“orationibus” 1516 
7 Vg.). See on Rom. 1,10. 

2 indesinenter &Siañeimtos (“sine intermissio- 
ne" Vg.). See ibid. By placing a comma before 
this word, Erasmus links indesinenter with the 
following verse. Lefévre put assidue. 


3 memores vnpovevovtes — ("recolentes" 
1516-19). Erasmus, in 1516-19, seeks to pre- 
serve the participial form of the Greek word 
in his rendering, but reverts to the Vulgate 
wording in his separate Latin N.T. of 1521, and 
in the subsequent folio editions. For recolo, see 
also on 2 Cor. 7,15. 
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Üuóv ToU Epyou Tfj; Tío Tecos Kal ToU 
kómou Tis &y&rms, koi Tfjg ÜTropo- 
vs Ts &xrrí6os ToU Kupiou fuóv 'In- 
coU XpicToU, Eytrpoabev ToU OcoU Kai 
Tarrpós fiuc, ^eibóres, &5eAgol dya- 
TREvol Urró 8eoU Thv exAoyiv Udy, 
58T1 TO evayyéAiov fuv ovK èye- 
vin eis óp&s tv Adyw pdvov, GAAK 
Kai èv Suvduer, kal iv TrveUpam  &yíco, 
Kai èv rÀnpogopia TOoAAf, ko8cs oi- 
Sate oloi &yevrj&nuev év úv SP vyds. 
$kai úpeïs pipmyrod fjpóv éyeviOnte, xod 
TOU Kuplou, Oe&ápevor Tov Adyov èv 
BAiwel TOAAT, metà xapõş TveUporos 
&yíou, "ote yevéobar Úuðş TUTTOUS 
Tr&c1 Tols Trio TEUOUGTV v Tfj MakeBovía 
koi Ayata. 8a’ Upów yàp iEfymnro: 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


vestri propter opus fidei ac laborem 
charitatis, et quod permansistis in spe 
domini nostri lesu Christi, coram 
deo et patre nostro, ‘scientes fratres 
dilecti a deo, electionem vestram: 
5quoniam euangelium nostrum fuit 
erga vos non per sermonem solum, 
verum etiam per virtutem et per spi- 
ritum sanctum, perque certitudinem 
multam, quemadmodum nostis qua- 
les fuerimus inter vos, vestra causa. 
$Et vos imitatores nostri facti fuistis, 
et domini, recipientes sermonem cum 
afflictione multa, cum gaudio spiri- 
tus sancti: "adeo vt fueritis exemplo 
omnibus credentibus in Macedonia 
et Achaia. *A vobis enim pertonuit 


5 ev Tveupoti B-E: trveupoti A | 6 Kupiou, B-E: kupiou A 


3 ac B-E: et A | nostri B-E: vostri A | 4 deo, B-E:deoA | electionem B-E: eletionem A | 


5 nostrum B-E: meum A | per sermonem B-E: in sermone A | 


per virtutem B-E: in vir- 


tute. 4 | per.. multam B-E: in spiritu sancto et in certitudine multa 4 | 6 domini, B-E: 
dominiA | recipientes A’ B-E: recepistis A* | sermonem cum B-E: verbum, in 4 


3 vestri propter opus fidei Góucov ToU Épyou fis 
Tío TOS (operis fidei vestrae" Vg.). The Vulgate 
corresponds with the transposition of Uydv 
after Trío-T&cos, as in codd. D (F G). The version 
of Erasmus treats Üuóv as an objective genitive 
after pynuovevovtes rather than as a possessive. 
See Annot. The rendering of Manetti was operis 
vestri fidei. 

3 ac xai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Joh. 1,25. 
Manetti also made this change. 

3 laborem tot kómou ("laboris" Vg.). Erasmus 
continues his change of construction, which 
began with propter opus. 

3 charitatis ti\s &yé&rns (“et charitatis" Vg.). 
The Vulgate insertion of et lacks support from 
Greek mss. Erasmus has the same rendering as 
Ambrosiaster. Lefévre substituted dilectionis. In 
both mss. of Manetti's version, et charitatis is 
omitted. 

3 quod permansistis in spe Ti\s ürrouovfis TŇS ŁA- 
mios ("sustinentiae spei" Vg.). Erasmus resorts 
to paraphrase, to clarify the meaning. The Vul- 
gate word, sustinentia, did not occur in classical 
usage. In Annot., Erasmus further expands the 


phrase into quod patienter perseuerastis in spe. 
Valla Annot. proposed that sustinentiae be re- 
placed by tolerantiae or patientiae. Manetti simi- 
larly had patientie spei, and Lefèvre expectationis 
spei (cf. Ambrosiaster, expectationis, omitting 
spei). 

3 coram deo et patre nostro EuTipoabev TOU Got 
Kal tratpds "uv (“ante deum et patrem 
nostrum" Vg.). See on Act. 7,46, and Annot. The 
rendering of Erasmus is the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


4 deo cou. The insertion of a comma after deo, 
from 1519 onwards (though not after 800 in 
the Greek text), links a deo with dilecti rather 
than with electionem. This change produced 
consistency with fratres dilecti a domino at 
2 Thess. 2,13. 

5 quoniam 6m (“quia” Vg.). See on Rom. 8,21. 
This change was anticipated by Manetti. 

5 nostrum fjuóv (“meum” 1516 Lat) The 
change from plural to singular in the 1516 
rendering does not appear to have been promp- 
ted by any Greek ms. variant. Erasmus restores 
the Vulgate pronoun in 1519. 


EPISTOLA AD THESSALONICENSES 


5 fuit erga vos non oUK byevhôn els Suds (“non 
fuit ad vos" Vg.). The Vulgate follows the Greek 
word-order more literally. For erga, see on Act. 
3,25. 


5 per sermonem ... per virtutem ... per spiritum 
sanctum èv Ayo ... Ey Buváye ... £v mrveuparmi 
éyio (“in sermone ... in virtute ... in spiritu 
sancto" 1516 7 Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. The 


omission of ¿v before Trveüpart in 1516 was 
in agreement with cod. 2815, as well as 1, 2816 
and a few other late mss. The rendering of 
Lefévre had potestate for virtute. 


5 solum uóvov (“tantum” Vg.). See on Rom. 
4,16. Erasmus uses the same expression as 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


5 verum etiam &XA& Kai (“sed et” late Vg. and 
many Vg. mss., with Vg“; “sed” some Vg. mss., 
with Vg""). See on Job. 15,24. 


5 perque certitudinem multam xoà tv vAnpogopia 
TOAA (“et in plenitudine multa" Vg.; “et in 
certitudine multa" 1516). For per and -que, see 
on Rom. 1,17 and Job. 1,39, respectively. For 
certitudo, see on Col. 2,2, and Annot. The ren- 
dering of Lefévre was in certitudinis plenitudine 
multa. 


5 quemadmodum «oos (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefèvre made the same change. 


5 nostis oiborre (“scitis” Vg.). Cf. on Job. 1,33; 
Rom. 14,14. 


5 inter vos tv piv (“in vobis" late Vg. and 
many Vg. mss., with Vg”; "vobis" a few Vg. 
mss., with Vg"). See on Job. 15,24. 


5 vestra causa Št üp&s ("propter vos” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 15,20. Ambrosiaster had vestri causa. 


6 facti fuistis Eyevioryre ("facti estis" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 4,2. Lefévre put just fuistis. 


6 recipientes BeEGuevoi (“excipientes” Vg.; “re- 
cepistis" 1516 Lat. text). Erasmus' adoption of 
recipio is consistent with Vulgate usage, in the 
context of “receiving the word", at Act. 8,14; 
11,1. However, he retains excipio for S&youan at 
Le. 9,11; Iob. 4,45; Act. 21,17; 2 Cor. 7,15; Hebr. 
11,31, all in the context of receiving a person. 
Cf. on Erasmus’ substitution of recipio for 
suscipio at Act. 17,11 (1519). In 1516, his first 
inclination was to connect domini with sermonem 
rather than with imitatores, and this in turn led 
to the conversion of the participle into a main 
verb, recepistis. In the 1516 errata, he reverted 
to the use of the present participle. From 1519 
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onwards, a comma was placed after kupíou and 
domini, to permit the interpretation "imita- 
tors ... of the Lord" (i.e. of Christ). See Annot. 
The versions of Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had 
susciptentes. 


6 sermonem tov Aóyov ("verbum" 1516 = Vg). 
See on Job. 1,1, and Annot. The same change 
was made by Lefèvre. 


6 cum afflictione tv OMwe (“in tribulatione" 
Vg.; ^in afflictione" 1516). For cum, see on Rom. 
1,4, and for afflictio, see on Iob. 16,21. Ambro- 
siaster and Lefèvre had in pressura. 


7 adeo vt ore (“ita vt" Vg.). See on Rom. 7,6. 


7 fueritis yevéc8on ("facti sitis" Vg.). For Eras- 
mus’ frequent removal of facio, see on Job. 1,15. 
This change agreed with the wording of Ambro- 
siaster and Lefévre. 


7 exemplo vé mous ("forma" Vg.). See on Phil. 
3,17. For Erasmus' use of the predicative dative, 
see on Rom. 8,28. He retains the Vulgate singu- 
lar, though the latter may reflect the substitution 
of tTWrrov, as in codd. B D*. His Greek text 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2816 and most other mss., commencing with 
N A C FG (cod. 2105 has ruo). Since it 
does not conform with the surrounding plurals, 
TUTrov could seem to be a lectio difficilior, but 
it could also have arisen as a clarification by 
an ancient editor, who wished to interpret 
ÜTrOUs as referring to the collective example 
set by the whole Thessalonian church. Cf. the 
substitution of TUtros for rüTroi by a few late 
mss. at 1 Petr. 5,3. In Annot., Erasmus cites 
exemplum from "Ambrose" (i.e. Ambrosiaster): 
this was also the rendering of Lefévre. Manetti 
put figura. 

7 Achaia Ayata (“in Achaia" Vg.). The Vulgate 
reflects a Greek text having év Tij Ayatg, as 
in 388 N A B C D (F) G and many other mss. 
Cod. 2105 and many other late mss. also have 
ti Axat. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 
2817, in company with another large section 
of the later mss. See on vs. 8 for another variant 
of this kind. The readings of codd. 1 and 
2816*, respectively, are Ayoig and Ti Ayata, 
but they both omit the following clause in 
vs. 8, ap’ Updv ... Axato, through errors of 
homoeoteleuton. Both Manetti and Lefévre 
omitted in, and so did Lefévre’s Vulgate column. 


8 pertonuit &&yvyvon. ("diffamatus est" Vg.). 
One reason for avoiding diffamo was that it 
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Ó Aóyos tot kupíou, oU uóvov év Ti 
MoxeSovia kal Ayaia, &AA Kai év mav- 
Ti TÓT fj Tro Tis Udy f| rrpós TOV 0cóv 
e€eAtjAvdev, oe ph xpeiav uðs Éyeiw 
AcAgiv Ti. Patol yàp mepi Upddv àr- 
ayyéAAouaw órrofav eicoSov čoyopev 
Trpds Opuás, Kal ds &reorpéyarre Trpós 
Tov Gedv ard TÓw elScAav, SouAcveiv 
Beg Zev: Kal &An8ivi,, Kal &vapé- 
vetv Tov uióv avTOU k T&v oUpavóv, öv 
fiyeipev èk vekpóv, 'InooUv Tov pudpevov 
fju&s &rró Tis ópyfis TÄS Épxouévns. 


Aoi yap oidate, &GeAgof, Thv sio- 
o5ov fav tiv pds Up&s, Sti oU 
Kevt) yéyovev, ?&AA& Kal mpomaðóvTeş 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


sermo domini, non solum in Macedo- 
nia et Achaia, verum etiam in omni 
loco fides vestra quae est in deum, di- 
manauit, vt non sit nobis necesse loqui 
quicquam. Siquidem ipsi de vobis 
annunciant, qualem ingressum habu- 
erimus ad vos, et quomodo conuersi 
fueritis ad deum a simulacris, vt ser- 
uiretis deo viuenti et veraci, Wet ex- 
pectaretis filium eius de coelis, quem 
excitauit a mortuis Iesum, qui liberat 
nos ab ira ventura. 


Nam ipsi nostis fratres, introitum 
nostrum ad vos, quod non fuerit 
inanis, ?sed quod ante malis afflicti 


8 npas B-E: umas A | 10 vexpov B-E: Tow vexpwv A 


8 sermo B-E: verbum A | nobis B-E: vobis Æ | 9 ingressum B-E: aditum A 


2,2 quod B-E: om. A 


might be understood to mean "defame" or 
“slander”. Cf. Erasmus’ replacement of diffamo 
by diuulgo famam at Mt. 9,31, and by diuulgo 
at Mc. 1. 45, in rendering SiapnuiZw. However, 
the verb pertono is a dubious classical usage. An 
alternative choice might have been personuit. 
cf. resono for iyéw at 1 Cor. 13,1. See also 
Annot. The suggestion of Valla Annot. was ex- 
onuit or ebuccinatus est. Lefèvre preferred diuulgatus 
est (cf. the Vulgate rendering of é€eTropeveto 
"hxos by diuulgabatur fama at Le. 4,37), and 
Manetti celebratus est. 


8 sermo Ò Aóyos ("verbum" 1516). In 1516, 
Erasmus wanted to create consistency with ver- 
bum in vs. 6. In 1519, he changed to sermo at 
both passages, restoring the Vulgate rendering 
in the present verse. 


8 Achaia Aya (“in Achaia" Vg.). Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, with cod. 2105, 
and also cod. B and some later mss. The 
Vulgate reflects the addition of èv ti before 
Axaig, as in codd. X C D (F) G and many 
other mss. In cod. 2816"5 and some other 
late mss, it is Ti Ayata. See further on 
vs. 7, above. Lefévre made the same change 
as Erasmus. 


8 verum etiam &AXA& Kai (“sed et" late Vg.). See 
on Job. 15,24. Lefévre again made the same 
change. Manetti put sed etiam. 

8 in deum mpós Tov 0cóv (“ad deum" Vg.) 
At two other passages which speak of faith 
"towards" God, Erasmus renders mrpós by erga: 
at Phm. 5, he uses fidem quam babes erga dominum 
for tiv TríoTww iy &yeig Trpós Tov Küpiov, and 
at 2 Cor. 3,4, fiduciam ... babemus ... erga deum 
for tretroi@noiv ... Éxopev ... Trpós Tov Otóv. 
Valla Annot. here recommended apud deum, 
and Lefèvre erga deum. 

8 dimanauit t&NjAu9ev ("profecta est” Vg.). As 
pointed out in Annot., proficiscor is an unsuitable 
verb, as in omni loco does not express a point 
of departure or arrival. Similarly in rendering 
&rrfjA0ev f] koń at Mt. 4,24, Erasmus replaces 
abiit opinio by dimanauit fama. Valla Annot. 
proposed emanauit, diuulgata est or euulgata est. 
Manetti put exiuit, and Lefèvre perlata est. 

8 vt ote (“ita vt" Vg.). See on Rom. 7,6. This 
change was partly for the sake of variety, as 
Erasmus replaced ita vt by adeo vt in the 
previous verse. 

8 nobis fju&s ("vobis" 1516). The reading óuás, 
in 1516, was derived from cod. 2817, with 
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support from 2105* and a few other late mss. 
(cf. also cod. B*, which has the word-order 
Éxeiv. Up&s). 

8 loqui quicquam dadeiv 11 ("quicquam loqui” 
Vg.) Erasmus follows the Greek word-order 
more literally. 

9 Siquidem ipsi xvtoi yép ("Ipsi enim" Vg.). 
See on Iob. 3,34; 4,47. 

9 vobis Gydsv ("nobis" Vg.). Erasmus here fol- 
lows cod. 2817, together with cod. 2816, and 
also cod. B and some later mss. The Vulgate 
reflects the reading tyyddv, found in most other 
mss., including codd. 1, 2105, 2815. Manetti 
made the same change as Erasmus. 


9 annunciant &nayyétAdovow. The spelling of 
cod. 2815 was é&trayyeAovony, as in D F G and 
some other mss. 


9 ingressum dlooBov (“introitum” Vg.; "aditum" 
1516). Erasmus was content to retain introitus 
for the same Greek word at 1 Thess. 2,1; 2 Petr. 
1,11. See on Act. 13,24. For aditus, which Eras- 
mus elsewhere uses twice for npooaywyh, see 
on Eph. 2,18. His use of ingressum here in 1519 
was identical with the version of Lefèvre. 


9 conuersi fueritis trea tpéyare ("conuersi estis" 
Vg. This substitution produces consistency 
with habuerimus earlier in the sentence. Cod. 
2815 had the incorrect spelling &riopéáyarre. 
Lefèvre again made the same change as Erasmus. 


9 pós (2nd.). Cod. 2815 had éri, with little 
other ms. support. 


9 ot seruiretis 8ovAeveww ("seruire" Vg.). Erasmus 
avoids the infinitive of purpose. Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre put ad seruiendum, and Manetti vt 
seruiatis. 


9 viuenti Gov (“viuo” Vg.). See on Act. 1,3. 
9 veraci &kAnwà ( vero" Vg.). See on Iob. 7,28. 


10 expectaretis avayéveiv (expectare" Vg). Eras- 
mus again avoids the infinitive of purpose, as 
in vs. 9. Manetti had vt expectaretis, and Lefèvre 
expectandum (cf. Ambrosiaster, ad expectandum). 
10 excitauit tyeipev ("suscitauit" Vg.). See on 
Act. 17,31. 

10 4 ik (“ex” Vg). A similar substitution 
occurs at Rom. 6,9. See on Job. 2,22. Erasmus 
has the same rendering as Ambrosiaster (1492) 
and Manetti. 


10 vexpddv. In 1516, Erasmus had tov ve- 
Kpóv, as in codd. 2815 and 2817, together 
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with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as N B D (F) GI 
and most other mss. The omission of t&v 
in 1519 is supported by cod. 3, along with 
Pd A C and some other mss. 


10 qui liberat tov buóyusvov ("qui eripuit" Vg.). 
Erasmus is more accurate in using the present 
tense. For libero, see on Rom. 7,24. In Annot., 
he proposes qui eripit, which was the rendering 


of Lefèvre. 


2,1 Nam yap (“Nam et" late Vg). The late 
Vulgate addition of et lacks Greek ms. sup- 
port. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre began the sen- 
tence with Ipsi enim scitis, and Manetti Scitis 
nanque. 


1 nostis ofSate (“scitis” Vg.). See on Job. 1,33; 
Rom. 14,14. 


1 quod non fuerit inanis 6T ot evi) yéyovev 
(“quia non inanis fuit" Vg.). See on Job. 1,20 
for quod and the subjunctive. For Erasmus’ 
different positioning of the verb, see on Rom. 
2,27. Manetti and Lefèvre both put quod non 
inanis fuit. 

2 sed quod ... audacter egerimus &XA& xol ... 
Etrappnoiacdpeba (“sed ... fiduciam habuimus" 
Vg.; "sed ... audacter egerimus” 1516). Erasmus’ 
Greek text derived kaí from cod. 2817. Although 
the word (despite the claims of J. M. A. Scholz 
and Tischendorf) seems to have little other ms. 
support, it subsequently remained in the Textus 
Receptus. Erasmus did not attempt to provide 
a translation of kai. Instead, in 1519, he inserted 
quod, to link this clause with mi in vs. 1. This 
is the only N.T. passage where he uses audacter. 
In rendering mappnoiáčopa elsewhere, he has 
libere loquor at Act. 18,26; 19,8; 26,26; Eph. 6,20; 
fortiter ago at Act. 9,27; 14,3 (both in 1519); 
cum fiducia loquor at Act. 9,28 (1522); and sumo 
fiduciam at Act. 13,46. See further on Act, 2,29; 
9,27-8, and see also Annot. The rendering of 
Manetti put sed ... confisi sumus, and Lefèvre sed 
a. fiducia ... freti sumus. 


2 ante malis afflicti vporra8óvres ("ante passi 
multa" late Vg.). Erasmus similarly replaces 
patior with the passive of affligo in rendering 
TráoxXo at Mt. 17,15; 1 Petr. 2,21; 4,15, 19; 5,10. 
He further uses malis afficior for vr&oyco at 
1 Petr. 2,19, 20, 23; 3,17. More often he retains 
patior. The late Vulgate addition of multa lacks 
support from Greek mss. See Annot. The earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Manetti had ante 
pasi, and Lefèvre ante perpessi, all omitting 
multa. 
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Kai JÜpic8évre, Kabds olSate èv 
Didittrois mappnoiaodpeða | èv 
Té Oe náv AaATjoat mpòs Upas 
TO eùayyéiov tol @eoŬ v TrOAAD 
&yóvi. 3 yàp trapdKAnois dv 
oUK & TrAdvns, otBe iE dxadapoi- 
as, oŭrte èv BóAo,  *àXA&à Kabdds 
Scdokiuáoueða Ud ToU Geo trioteu- 
Ovar TO eUayyéAlov, otTws AoAoÜU- 
MEV, OUX as &vÜpoxrois é&péockovrts, 
&AAà TH Oe 1TH SokáčovTi Tas 
KapBias find.  5oUre yáp tote iv 
Adyw  KoAakíags éyeviOnuev, Kabds 
olbare, ottte èv popdoe TAtove- 
Elias, Geds u&prug ‘%otte Sntotv- 
tes ÈE dvOpwmtrav S6€av, otte àp’ 
Uudv, otte dtr’ GAAwv, 7 Suvduevor 
èv Paper elvai, ws XpiotoU à&móoTo- 
Aot, GAA’ éyevnOnuev fjmio: èv éo 
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et contumeliis affecti, quemadmodum 
scitis Philippis, audacter egerimus in 
domino nostro ad loquendum apud 
vos euangelium dei, in multo | cer- 
tamine.  ?Siquidem exhortatio no- 
stra non fuit ex impostura, neque ex 
immundicia, neque cum dolo, ‘sed 
quemadmodum probati fueramus a 
deo, vt nobis committeretur euange- 
lium: ita loquimur, non vt hominibus 
placentes, sed deo, qui probat corda 
nostra. *Neque enim vnquam per 
sermonem adulationis versati sumus, 
quemadmodum nostis: nec per occasi- 
onem auaritiae, deus est testis: é neque 
quaerentes ex hominibus gloriam, nec 
a vobis, nec ab aliis: "quum possemus 
in autoritate esse, tanquam apostoli 
Christi: sed fuimus placidi in medio 


2,4 SeSoxipaopeda 4 B D E: &iSoxipaopeba C | 6 Sntouvres A B-E: Entouvtes A* | 


att B-E: amo A 


2 Philippis B-E: in Philippis 4 | 3 cum B-E: ind | 4 hominibus 4 B D E: honibus C | 
5 per sermonem B-E: in sermone A | per occasionem B-E: in occasione A | 6 quaerentes B-E: 


querentes 4 | 7 Christi B-E: om. A 


2 quemadmodum xabors (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre made the same substitution. 
2 Philippis iv Oinos (“in Philippis" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Iob. 4,21 for Erasmus’ use of the 
locative. The lack of punctuation in his Greek 
text, at this point, makes it uncertain whether 
this phrase should be connected with the pre- 
ceding verbs (as in the Latin rendering), or with 
the following trappnoiacdpeba. The word in 
was likewise removed by Lefèvre. (On &rrappn- 
oiacápeða and audacter egerimus, see p. 629). 
2 domino t6 Oe (“deo” Vg.). For Erasmus’ 
incorrect substitution of domino, see on 2 Cor. 
5,6. 

2 ad loquendum hadijoo ("loqui" Vg.). Erasmus 
avoids the infinitive of purpose. Cf. on 1 Cor. 
10,7. Ambrosiaster had Joquendo, and Manetti 
vt loqueremur. 

2 apud vos wpós yas ("ad vos” Vg.). Cf. on 
Act. 2,29. Manetti put vobis. 

2 multo certamine TOMAG &yóovi ("multa sol- 
licitudine" Vg). See on Col. 2,1. In Annot., 


Erasmus cites certamen from "Ambrose". How- 
ever, Ambrosiaster had a slightly different word- 
ing, magno certamine, whereas Erasmus’ version 
is identical with that of Valla Annot. The ren- 
dering of Manetti was vehementi certamine, and 
Lefèvre multo studio. 

3 Siquidem exhortatio } yap TapdéKAnors (“Ex- 
hortatio enim” Vg.). See on Job. 3,34; 4,47. 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre put Nam exbortatio. 
3 non fuit ot« ("non" Vg). Erasmus adds a 
verb, for clarity. 

3 ex (twice) èx ... 8€ ("de" Vg.). See on Toh. 2,15. 


Erasmus uses the same word as Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


3 impostura Av (“errore” Vg.). See on Eph. 
4,14, and Annot. 

3 cum v (“in” 1516 =Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,4. 

4 quemadmodum abd (“sicut” Vg.). See on 


Rom. 1,13. The same substitution was made by 
Lefèvre. 
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4 probati fueramus Be5oxipdoueba ("probati 
sumus" Vg. Erasmus’ use of the pluperfect 
tense is less literal. 


4 vt nobis committeretur vro veuOf|voa ("vt crede- 
retur a nobis" late Vg.). As indicated in Annot., 
the late Vulgate addition of a is redundant. 
For this reason, it is listed in the Loca Mani- 
feste Deprauata. See on Rom. 3,2 for committo. 
The earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefèvre (both columns) had vt crederetur nobis. 


4 ut (2nd.) ws ("quasi" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 3,1. 
Erasmus' rendering was the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


5-6 Neque .. nec .. neque ... nec OUTE 
(five times) ("Neque .. neque .. neque .. 
neque ... neque" Vg. 1527). In the 1527 Vulgate 
column, following the Froben Vulgate of 1514, 
the fourth instance of neque (before quaerentes 
in vs. 6) is a replacement for the earlier Vulgate 
nec. Erasmus’ alteration of the sequence uses 
neque to accentuate the contrast between versati 
and quaerentes, while using zec to mark the 
subordinate contrasts between sermonem and 
occasionem in vs. 5 and between vobis and aliis 
in vs. 6. Elsewhere he does not often combine 
neque and nec, except at Job. 10,28 (1519); Hebr. 
7,3; Ap. loh. 7,16; 20,4 (these last two following 
the Vulgate). 


5 vnquam tote (“aliquando” Vg.) See on 
Rom. 7,9. Erasmus has the same rendering as 
Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 


5 per sermonem adulationis versati sumus èv 
Aoyw xoAakías &ysvrj9nuev (“fuimus in ser- 
mone adulationis” Vg.; “in sermone adulationis 
versati sumus" 1516). The Vulgate word-order 
lacks explicit support from Greek mss. The 
spelling koAakías was taken from cod. 2817, 
with support from cod. 2816, and also N A C 
D* F G and some other mss. The spelling of 
codd. 1, 2105, 2815 and most other mss., 
commencing with B D**", is koAaxelas. For per, 
see on Rom. 1,17, and for versor, see on Job. 
7,1. Erasmus' choice of verb resembles that of 
Ambrosiaster, who had conuersati sumus. Lefèvre 
put zn sermone assentationis fuimus. 


NEC .. 


5 quemadmodum xabdss (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre had ot. 

5 nostis ciate (“scitis” Vg.) See on Rom. 
14,14. 

5 per occasionem tv Teopdoet ("in occasione" 
1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. Lefèvre put in 
proposito. 
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5 est testis uous (“testis est" Vg.). The position 
of the verb is unaffected by the Greek text. For 
Erasmus' preference for an earlier position for 
sum, see on Rom. 2,27. 


6 ex t£ ("ab" Vg.). Erasmus’ rendering, which 
is the same as that of Ambrosiaster, distinguishes 
between &€ and the following use of &q’ ... 
àm’. 

6 àt. In 1516, Erasmus had &ró, as in codd. 
2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, as well 
as D F G and most other mss. The substitu- 
tion of &m^ in 1519 has support from codd. 
3 and 2816, with 8 A B C 0208 and some later 


mss. 


7 in autoritate tv B&pei ("vobis oneri" late Vg.). 
The late Vulgate addition of vobis lacks Greek 
ms. support. In Annot., Erasmus expresses his 
preference for the view, based on consideration 
of the context, that Dópos here refers to the 
burdensome imposition of apostolic authority 
rather than the burden of providing for the 
apostle's financial or practical needs. See also 
Apolog. resp. Iac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, p. 220, 
ll. 916-929. Manetti and Lefèvre both put just 
oneri, as in the earlier Vulgate. 


7 tanquam os ("vt^ Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 5,3. 
Manetti had sicut. 


7 apostoli Christi Xpio ToU &rrócoAo ("Christi 
apostoli" Vg.; "apostoli" 1516 Lat.). The omis- 
sion of Christi in 1516 perhaps arose from a 
typesetter's misreading of Erasmus' handwritten 
alteration of the word-order. In placing apostoli 
first, he no doubt wished to avoid any possible 
confusion between the nominative plural and 
genitive singular. 


7 fuimus tyeviOnuev (“facti sumus" Vg.). See 
on Joh. 1,15. Erasmus used the same word as 
Ambrosiaster. 


7 placidi ðo ("paruuli" Vg.). The adoption 
of lenes by Vg“ lacks support from Vulgate mss., 
apart from the double rendering, lenes paruuli, 
offered by cod. Sangermanensis. The predomi- 
nant Vulgate reading, paruuli, reflects the substi- 
tution of viymio!, as in 398 N* B C* D* Ferr 
G I and more than sixty other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2105, 2816, and also N° A C*" Der and 
more than 510 other mss. (see Aland Die Pauli- 
nischen Briefe vol. 4, pp. 301-3). See Annot., and 
also Apolog. resp. lac. Lop. Stun., ASD IX, 2, 
p. 220, Il. 931-935. From the point of view of 


scribal error, an accidental change could have 
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Updv, ds &v Tpopds 8óA| T TK tav- 
Tis vékva, Fotos iueipóusvor Úv, 
evSoxoUpev ueraðoŭvar Üpiv, oU pó- 
vov TO evayyéAiov ToU 9:00, GAA 
Kol Tas éauTdv wuyds, Si6T: é&ya- 
TTo fjuiv yeyévnobe. ° uvnuovevete 
yap, &&eApoi, Tov kómtov Tudv, Kai 
Tov póy8ov: vukrós yàp Kal fjuépas 
tpyačópevoi Tpós TO uh éeTBapijoai 
Tiva Üuóv, &knpütauev eis Upas TÒ 
evayyéAiov ToU 9:00. Mupeis uáp- 
Tupes Kai ó Beds, cos óoícos Kai SiKai- 
ws Kai &uéumTws Üpiv Toig TrroTevou- 
civ éyevtiOnuev’ "Kabdrrrep ofSatTe, cds 


8 iperpopevor 4° B-E: opeipopevoi A* 


8 cupiebamus B-E: cupimus 4 | facti estis B-E: 


easily occurred in either direction, owing to 
the resemblance of the two words. However, in 
the present context, mior ("gentle": cf. 2 Tim. 
2,24) yields a far more satisfactory sense, as it 
supplies a suitable antithesis for the preceding 
èv Bápei and is consistent with the attitude of 
a nurse or tpogés, mentioned in the following 
clause. At 1 Cor. 13,11, the apostle says that he 
has ceased to be vitmios (“little child”), and in 
several places he exhorts his readers to seek for 
maturity in the faith, so that it does not seem 
probable that he would have wished to give the 
impression here that he himself had reverted 
to being "immature". The substitution of výmior 
may have been influenced by scribal familiarity 
with the more frequent Pauline usage of this 
word. The rendering proposed by Lefévre Comm. 
Was quieti. 

7 vestri úpõ&v (“vestrum” Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 
2,9. This change is in accordance with the 
Vulgate use of im medio vestri at Act. 2,22, 
though Erasmus retains de medio vestrum at 
1 Cor. 5,2. Valla Annot. and Lefévre advocated 
the same change at the present passage. 

7 perinde ac si cos äv ("tanquam si” Vg.). See 
on 1 Cor. 4,18. 

7 suos filios tà &aurfjs Tékva ("filios suos" Vg). 
Erasmus is more literal as to the word-order. 
Lefévre put eos (qui suiipsius essent) filios. 


8 sic ottws (“ita” Vg). See on Rom. 5,21. 
Lefèvre had zali pacto. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


vestri, perinde ac si | nutrix foueat su- 
os filios, *sic affectu propensi in vos, 
animo cupiebamus impertire vobis, 
non solum euangelium dei, verum eti- 
am nostras ipsorum animas, propterea 
quod chari nobis facti estis. * Memi- 
nistis enim fratres laboris nostri, ac 
sudoris: nocte enim ac die opus faci- 
entes, ob id ne cui vestrum essemus 
oneri, praedicauimus apud vos euan- 
gelium dei. Vos autem testes estis et 
deus, quam sancte et iuste et inculpa- 
te vobiscum qui credebatis versati fu- 
erimus:  !quemadmodum nostis, vt 


esse coeperitis A 


8 affectu propensi in vos ipeipdpevor Udy (“de- 
siderantes vos [cupide]" Vg.). The 1516 Greek 
text had the spelling óueipóuevoi, as in cod. 
2817, supported by 1, 2105 and most other 
mss, commencing with pid N A B C D 
F G. In the 1516 errata, Erasmus altered this 
to ipeipdpevor, as found in codd. 2815, 2816 
and some other late mss. See Annot. For Eras- 
mus' use of propensus, see on. Rom. 10,1, and 
Annot. In the Vulgate rendering, it is not en- 
tirely clear whether cupide was originally intended 
to attach to desiderantes vos (as indicated by a 
comma after cupide in the 1527 Vulgate column, 
and as assumed by Erasmus in Annot.) or to 
volebamus (i.e. cupide volebamus for nuBoKxoUpev). 
Manetti put cupidi vestri, and Lefèvre affecti ad 
vos. 


8 animo cupiebamus esBoxotpev ("[cupide] vo- 
lebamus" Vg.; “animo cupimus" 1516). For the 
late Vulgate punctuation after cupide, see the 
previous note. The Vulgate use of the imperfect 
tense possibly reflects the substitution of nUSo- 
KoUpev, as in cod. B. In 1516, Erasmus aimed 
to render the Greek present tense more literally. 
Elsewhere he reserves cupio for OéAc, émriBupéc 
and BowAopon. Cf. Annot. The version of Ambro- 
siaster had just cupimus, Manetti volebamus, and 
Lefévre bonam voluntatem babemus. 


8 impertire ugvoboUvoa (“tradere” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 12,8. Ambrosiaster (1492) and Lefèvre 
used impartiri. 
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8 cot. Cod. 2815 has Xpiotov, together with 
a few other late mss. A similar change occurs 
in cod. 2815 in vs. 9 and also at 2 Cor. 11,7. 
In each case, these substitutions seem to have 
been influenced by the presence of evayyéAlov. 


8 verum etiam &NNà Kai (“sed etiam" Vg.). See 
on Job. 15,24. Lefèvre put sed et. 


8 nostras ipsorum animas Tas tauT@v yuxds 
("animas nostras" Vg.). Erasmus wishes to convey 
the reflexive emphasis of &avróv. 


8 propterea quod &i&ri ("quoniam" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 1,19, and Annot. The versions of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre had quia. 


8 chari &yatntoi (“charissimi” Vg.). Eras- 
mus removes the inaccurate Vulgate superla- 
tive. Usually he substitutes dilectus for charissimus: 
cf. on Act. 15,25. In Annot., he accordingly 
recommends dilecti here, and this was also the 
rendering of Manetti and Lefèvre. 


8 facti estis yeyévnoðe ("esse coeperitis" 1516). 
See on Joh. 1,15 for coepio esse. In 1519, Erasmus 
reverted to the Vulgate wording. Manetti put 
fuistis. 

9 Meministis enim uvnuoveuere yao ("Memores 
enim facti estis" late Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus 
attributes his rendering to "Ambrose" (i.e. Am- 
brosiaster): the same wording was also used by 
Lefèvre. Manetti treated the verb as an impera- 
tive, Mementote enim. 


9 ac (twice) kai (“et” Vg). See on Iob. 1,25. 
Ambrosiaster had et... ac, and Manetti ac... et. 


9 sudoris tov uóy8ov (“fatigationis” late Vg. 
and some Vg. mss.). See on 2 Cor. 11,27, and 
Annot. The rendering of Manetti was defatiga- 
tionis. 

9 nocte enim vu«tdos yap (“nocte” Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects the omission of ydp, with sup- 
port from codd. N A B D* F G H and a few 
other mss., including cod. 2105. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1 and 2816, 
as well as D% and most later mss. See Annot. 
The version of Manetti put nocte nanque, and 
Lefévre Nam nocte. 


9 opus facientes ipyatjóusvoi "operantes" Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 9,6. In the parallel passage at 
2 Thess. 3,8, Erasmus substitutes facientes opus. 


9 ob id ne cui vestrum essemus oneri pos TO 
un Emipapfjcai Tiva Üuóv (“ne quenquam 
vestrum grauaremus" Vg. 1527). The use of 
quenquam by the 1527 Vulgate column follows 
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the Froben Vulgate of 1514. See on 2 Cor. 7,12 
for ob id ne, and on 1 Cor. 8,9 for the use of 
the predicative dative. In rendering the same 
Greek phrase at 2 Thess. 3,8, Erasmus makes a 
similar substitution of ze cui vestrum essemus 
oneri, but has ad boc rather than ob id. In both 
passages he is seeking a more precise rendering, 
which distinguishes rrpós Tó from iva uh. For 
his treatment of &ripoprjooi, see on 2 Cor. 2,5. 
Manetti had vt aliquem vestrum non grauare- 
mus, and Lefévre ne cuique vestrum grauamini 
essemus. 

9 apud vos eis Gas ("in vobis" Vg.). A com- 
parable use of apud for eis occurs at Me. 13,10. 
At Mc. 14,9, els (after knpUoco) is rendered by 
in and the accusative: this was also Manetti's 
choice at the present passage, where he put iz 
vos. 


9 00. Cod. 2815 again substitutes XpicToU, 
with little other support. See on vs. 8. 


10 Vos autem “ysis (“Vos” Vg.). The addition 
of autem was not supported by any of Erasmus’ 
mss. at Basle. 


10 inculpate &uétrtws ("sine querela" Vg.). 
For Erasmus’ avoidance of sine querela, see on 
Phil. 2,15, and Annot. The word inculpate does 
not occur in classical authors, and the adjective, 
inculpatus, is tare. Lefévre, with even less regard 
for classical authority, put irreprebensibiliter. 


10 vobiscum ... versati fuerimus Opiv ... &yevi- 
8npev ("vobis ... affuimus” late Vg.). Erasmus 
finds a more suitable verb: see on Job. 7,1. In 
Annot., he suggested replacing affuimus by fui- 
mus, as in the earlier Vulgate. Ambrosiaster and 
Manetti had vobis ... facti sumus. 


10 qui credebatis vois miotewovoiv (“qui cre- 
didistis" Vg.). The only Greek support for the 
perfect tense of the Vulgate seems to come 
from 3854, in which the only letters which 
survive from this word are -oaov (perhaps 
from the aorist participle, motevcaciv). Am- 
brosiaster and Lefèvre put qui creditis. 


11 quemadmodum xa&ómep. (“sicut” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 4,6. Lefévre made the same change. 


11 nostis oiSate (“scitis” Vg.). See on Rom. 
14,14. 


11 vt as (“qualiter” Vg). A similar substi- 
tution occurs at Le. 24,6 (1519). Cf. on Act. 
20,18. Cod. 2815 replaced cos (1st) by eis, 
apparently without other ms. support. Lefévre 
put quam. 
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Éva Exactov Udy, as TraTip TÉKVA au- 
ToU, P apakoaAoÜvres uðs xod Trapa- 
uu8oUuevor Kal paprupoUuevoi, eis TÒ 
Trepitratijoal Gas &Eiws ToU 8:00, ToU 
KaAotwtos Op&s sig Thy ExuTOU Bao- 
Asiav kai Sd€av. 

B Aià ToUTo Kal fues eüyapicToU- 
uev TH Oe &SiaAitrtws, ST1 TAPAAG- 
Bdovtes Aóyov éxofjg map’ fiov ToU 
Geo, &6é&aro0€ où Aóyov àvOpoorrov, &A- 
Aà kaos éotiv GANPds Aóyov Bol, ds 
Kai évepyeiton £v Guiv Tols Tic TEUOUCTV. 
4 óyeis yap piuntal &yevrj&mre, &6eAgoí, 
TOV &kkAncióv ToU 9coU tv oUcÓv 
èv Ti ‘lovSaig, £v Xpiot& 'Inoob, oti 
TaUT& ÉmáOere kai Upeis UTrd Tóv iði- 
WV GULQUAETOV, Kaos Kal avTol U1rd 
TÕV ‘lovSaiev, tæv kai Tov KÜpiov 
&rrokretvávro Incotv, kai tous iSious 
Trpogiytas, Kai was exdio€avtwv, kal 
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erga vnumquenque vestrum, tanquam 
pater erga filios suos, fuerimus affe- 
cti, 'obsecrantes vos et consolantes et 
obtestantes, vt ambularetis digne deo, 
qui vocasset vos in suum regnum ac 
gloriam. 

13 Quapropter et nos gratias agimus 
deo indesinenter, quod quum accipe- 
retis sermonem a nobis, quo deum 
discebatis, accepistis non sermonem 
hominum, sed sicut erat vere ser- 
monem dei, qui et agit in vobis 
credentibus. “Vos enim imitatores 
facti estis fratres ecclesiarum dei quae 
sunt in Iudaea, in Christo Iesu, quod 
eadem passi sitis et vos a propriis 
contribulibus: quemadmodum et ipsi 
nos a Iudaeis, “qui vt et dominum 
occiderunt lesum, et proprios pro- 
phetas, ita et nos persequuti sunt, et 


12 paptupoupevor D E: paptupouevor A-C | 14 prius uueis A B D E: nueis C 


13 prius sermonem B-E: sermonem auditus A | 


11 erga vnumquenque ... erga filios suos, fueri- 
mus affecti iva Exactov ... Tékva favroU 
(^vnumquenque ... filios suos" Vg.). Erasmus 
adds erga and fuerimus affecti, to complete the 
implied sense of the passage. See Annot. The 
version of Lefèvre had quenque ... filios suos. 


12 obsecrantes vrapoxaAoUvtes (“deprecantes” 
Vg.). A similar substitution occurs at Phil. 4,2 
(1519); Hebr. 13,19; Iud. 3. Cf. on Rom. 16,17. 
Erasmus has the same rendering as Ambrosiaster. 
Lefèvre put Portati sumus. 


12 et obtestantes kai paptupowpevor (“testificati 
sumus" Vg.). A similar substitution of obtestor 
occurs at 2 Tim. 4,1, and also obtestor for testor 
at 1 Tim. 5,21 (both in 1519), rendering ia- 
paprüpopar. Cf. on Job. 1,7, and Annot. The 
spelling uaprupoUuevoi, used in 1516 Annot. 
and introduced into the 1527 Greek text, 
has support from codd. 1, 2105, 2816, to- 
gether with D* F G and some other mss. In 
the 1516-22 editions of the N.T. and in 1535 
Annot., the spelling was papTupoyevol, as found 
in codd. 2815, 2817 and most other mss. The 
substitution of -oUyevoi may have been designed 


quo deum discebatis B-E: dei A 


to conform with N.T. usage at other passages: 
see on Act. 26,22. This variant remained in the 
Textus Receptus. Lefévre put et protestati. 


12 qui vocasset ToU xoAoUvtos ("qui vocauit" 
Vg.). The perfect tense of the Vulgate seems to 
reflect the replacement of kaAotvtos by KaAé- 
cav1os, as in codd. N A and a few later mss. 
In rendering the Greek present participle, Eras- 
mus was less accurate than Ambrosiaster, who 
put qui vocat. Lefévre had the word-order qui 
vos vocat. 


12 ac kaí (“et” Vg.). See on Iob. 1,25. 


13 Quapropter Aià toto ("Ideo" Vg.). See on 
Act, 10,29. Lefévre made the same change. 


13 indesinenter &SiadeimTos (“sine intermissio- 
ne" Vg.). See on Rom. 1,9. Lefèvre put assidue. 


13 quod 5n (“quoniam” Vg). See on lob. 
1,20. Erasmus' rendering is the same as that 
of Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 

13 quum acciperetis tapadaPdvtes ("cum ac- 
cepissetis" Vg.). Erasmus seems to have con- 
cluded that rrapoAafóvres and 8é&ac8e refer 
to the same action of receiving the word. See 
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Annot. However, the Greek aorists imply a 
sequence of two actions, first (TrapaAofóvres) 
the outward hearing of the apostle's words, and 
secondly (5€acGe) the inward step of faith 
in believing that those words were from God 
himself. Lefévre inaccurately substituted the 
present participle, suscipientes. 


13 sermonem a nobis, quo deum discebatis Nóyov 
åkoñs Tap’ uv ToU Got (“a nobis verbum 
auditus dei" Vg.; "sermonem auditus a nobis, 
dei" 1516). Erasmus gives a clearer sense, but 
quo ... discebatis ("by which you were learning") 
is an inaccurate representation of dxofjs. See 
Annot. For sermo, see on Job. 1,1. Manetti put 
verbum auditus a nobis dei, and Lefévre sermonem 
auditionts dei a nobis. 

13 accepistis &Bé&ero0e (“accepistis illud" late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of ilud lacks ex- 
plicit Greek ms. support. Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefèvre put suscepistis, omitting illud. 


13 zon oU (“non vt” Vg). The Vulgate addition 
of vt has little support from Greek mss., though 
the scholia of cod. 2817" offer ovy cos. The 
text of cod. 2817, as in Erasmus' other mss. at 
Basle, has just où, without cs. C£. Annot. Both 
Manetti and Lefèvre likewise deleted vt here. 


13 sermonem (2nd. and 3rd.) Aóyov ("verbum" 
Vg.). See on Job. 1,1, and Annot. The same sub- 
stitution was made by Lefévre. 


13 erat &oiw ("est^ Vg.). The Vulgate is more 
literal in retaining the present tense. 


13 et (2nd.) kai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion lacks Greek ms. support. See Annot. The 
correction made by Erasmus agrees with the 
wording of Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


13 agit ivepysiron. ("operatur" Vg). See on 
Rom. 7,5. 


13 credentibus tois Tmotevovow (“qui credi- 
distis" Vg.). Erasmus renders the Greek present 
participle more accurately. See Annot. The ren- 
dering of Lefévre was qui creditis. 


14 yáp. Cod. 2815 adds xa, with little other 
ms. support. 


14 quod ... passi sitis O11 ... &rráOere (“quia ... 
passi estis" Vg.). See on Job. 1,20. 


14 taùrtá. This reading seems to have been 
prompted by tatta in cod. 2815, in com- 
pany with cod. A and a few later mss. In 
codd. 1, 2105, 2816, 2817, it is Tà ota, 
as in X$ B D F G and most other mss. The 
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less authoritative spelling adopted by Erasmus 
passed into the Textus Receptus. 

14 propriis contribulibus t&v iðiwv cupquAe- 
T&v (“contribulibus vestris" Vg.). See on Job. 
1,11 for propriis. Erasmus is more literal as to 
the word-order. See Annot. The same change 
was made by Lefévre. Manetti put contribulibus 
propriis. 

14 quemadmodum «otc ("sicut" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefèvre had vt. 

14 ipsi nos aùtoi (“ipsi” Vg.). The Vulgate 
is more literal here. Erasmus regarded xos as 
being implied by the context: see Annot. How- 
ever, this prevents a legitimate alternative inter- 
pretation, that aùToi refers to the Christians 
of Judaea, in view of the earlier part of this 
verse. Manetti put os ipsi. 


15 ot et dominum ... ita et nos Kai Tov KUpIOV 
... Kad Aas (“et dominum ... et nos” Vg.). The 
Vulgate is more strictly literal here. Erasmus 
uses vt ... ita to emphasise the parallelism of 
the two clauses. Lefévre began the verse with 
et iis qui dominum ... et nos. 


15 proprios ibíous (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission is supported by codd. N A B D* F 
G I 0208 and twenty-three other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 
1, 2105, 2816, with D" and about 550 other 
mss. (see Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 4, 
pp. 304-6). See Annot. That the reading iSious 
(or its Latin equivalent, swos) existed at least as 
early as the 2nd. century A.D. can be deduced 
from Tertullian Adv. Marcionem V, 15 (CSEL 
47, p. 627), who alleges that it was a heretical 
addition to the text. If the word were not 
genuine, a more charitable explanation could 
perhaps have been that scribes added {fous so 
as to provide a balancing phrase for the earlier 
TÕV ibícv cuuguAeróv (vs. 14). However, it 
remains possible that the word was authentic, 
but was deleted by a pious scribe who was 
offended by iious tmpogtytas (“their own 
prophets"), mistakenly imagining this to imply 
that the O.T. prophets had no divine autho- 
rity: cf. Tit. 1,12, where the apostle uses {S105 
avTOv TpogryTns to refer, with a touch of 
irony, to one of the Greek poets. From that 
aspect, iious has the advantage of being a 
lectio difficilior here. At other passages, the usual 
phrase is oi trpoptitat (“the prophets”), or oc- 
casionally oi mpoofjroi atrrot (“his prophets”, 
ie. prophets whom God had appointed), or oi 
&y1oi Trpogfjrai ax ToU (“his holy prophets”). 
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Badd uf) &épeoxóv Tcov, kal Tr&civ &ávOpoorrois 
&vavTícv, 'ékcXAvóvrov fiuás rois Eüveci 
AGATjoa1, iva ow8dav, eis TO &vomrAn- 
pdoa avta&v tas ópaprías mwdavtote. 
épbace DÈ èm’ atrrous f) ópyr) els TéAOS. 

U*Hyeis Sé, &SeA@oi, arroppavicbévtes 
ÀP’ Uuddv Trpós Kaipóv dpas, TrpoccoTro, 
oU Kapdia, TrepiccoTépcs éotrouSdoa- 
pev TO Trpócoorrov vuv iBeiv év morañ 
émOunia. 15816 7OeAtoanuev ABe Trpds 
Uyds, &yco pév TTaOAos, kai &trag Kai Sis, 
Kai évéxowev tds 6 corravas. I Tís yap 
Addy &Arris Ñ xapà Ñ oTÉpa | vos kavxh- 
ocws, Ñ oy) Kal Upeis, Éurrpoceev ToU 
Kuptou fju&v Inooŭ XpioTtoŭ, &v TH atrrot 
Trapoucía; ? Gpeis yap tote f) 66£a næv 
kai fj xapá. 


15 svavricov A E: evavtiov B-D 
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deo non placent, et omnibus homini- 
bus aduersantur: ‘qui obsistunt no- 
bis, ne loquamur gentibus, quo salui 
fiant, vt expleant sua peccata semper: 
peruenit autem in illos ira in finem. 

U Caeterum nos fratres, orbati vo- 
bis ad spatium temporis, aspectu, non 
corde, vehementius studuimus videre 
faciem vestram, cum multo desiderio. 
5 Quapropter voluimus venire ad vos, 
ego quidem Paulus, et semel et iterum, 
et obstitit nobis satanas. "Nam quae 
est nostra spes aut gaudium aut co- 
rona | gloriationis, an non et vos in 
conspectu domini nostri Iesu Christi, 
in eius aduentu?  ?'Vos enim estis 
gloria nostra et gaudium. 


16 loquamur B-E: loquamnr A | quo salui fiant B-E: vt saluentur A | ira B-E: ira dei A | 
17 cum B-E: in4 | desiderio C-E: desyderio A B 


For other variants involving iStos, see on Eph. 
5,24. Both Manetti and Lefévre made the same 
change. 


15 évavrícov. In 1519-27, Erasmus had the 
variant spelling évavtiov, found in cod. 2817, 
and also in D* and a few later mss., including 
cod. 69. The 1518 Aldine Bible, which also has 
this reading, is known to have been used as a 
source for corrections by Erasmus' assistants 
when compiling the errata to his 1519 edition. 
However, during his preparation of the 1519 
text, Erasmus himself did not yet have a copy 
of the Aldine available for consultation. Unless 
évavtiov was merely an arbitrary correction, it 
is likely that he drew this reading from cod. 
2817 or one of the other mss. which he examined 
in the years 1516-18. 


16 qui obsistunt nobis KwAVévTOV Tyas ("pro- 
hibentes nos" Vg.). See on Act. 11,17 for obsisto. 
By using this verb here and in vs. 18, Erasmus 
treats kwAúw and &ykóTrTo as being identical 
in meaning. Lefèvre had et nos ... prohibent. 


16 ne loquamur gentibus vois &0veci AaA‘joar 
("gentibus loqui" Vg.). The change of construc- 
tion is partly consequent upon the earlier use 
of obsisto. However, the Vulgate word-order is 


more literal. Manetti put ze gentibus loquamur, 
while retaining probibentes. 


16 quo salui fiant va owOdorv (“vt salui fiant" 
late Vg.; "vt saluentur” 1516). For guo, see on 
Rom. 1,13, and for Erasmus’ avoidance of the 
verb saluo in 1519, see on Job. 3,17. The use of 
salui was not strictly in agreement with the 
feminine gender of gentes. However, in both 
Erasmus and the late Vulgate, the use of the 
masculine was appropriate to the context, and 
implied that the apostle did not refer to the 
salvation of whole nations, in the sense of poli- 
tical or cultural entities, but meant the salva- 
tion of many people who belonged to those 
nations. In the same way, at Mt. 28,19-20, there 
is a shift from mévra tà čðvn (neuter) to 
av Tous (masculine), rendered by both Erasmus 
and the Vulgate as docete omnes gentes, baptizantes 
eos ... docentes eos. Similarly at Act. 28,28, Eras- 
mus and the Vulgate have gentibus missum est 
boc salutare dei, et ipsi audient (vois EOveoiv 
. aùToi). Further examples occur at Rom. 
2,14; Ap. Iob. 20,8. At the present passage, Am- 
brosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre had the same 
rendering as Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 
16 vt expleant sis TO &vomrnpócoi (“vt imple 
ant" Vg.). The difference of meaning between 
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the two Latin verbs is only slight. Cf. on Zoh. 
15,25. Manetti put ad implendum, and Lefèvre 
in augmentum (£ollowed by peccatorum suorum). 


16 autem 5€ (“enim” late Vg. and most Vg. 
mss., with Vg""). In Annot., Erasmus attributes 
autem to the Vulgate, this being the wording 
of a few Vulgate mss. as well as the Old Latin 
(along with Vg“). The use of enim by other Vul- 
gate copies lacks support from Greek mss. The 
version of Manetti began this clause with Peruenit 
autem, and Lefèvre et superuenit. 

16 in illos ira tx’ adrtous fj Spyn (“ira dei su- 
per illos" Vg.; “in illos ira dei” 1516 Lat.). See 
on Col. 3,6 for the substitution of in for super. 
The Vulgate insertion of dei corresponds with 
the addition of tod S00 in codd. D F G. 
There is little support for the Vulgate word- 
order other than cod. B, which has f| ópyii 
&r' atrtous (without tot 600). See Annot. The 
retention of dei in the 1516 Latin text, in con- 
flict with the accompanying Greek text, was no 
doubt an oversight. Ambrosiaster and Manetti 
put ira dei super eos, and Lefèvre in eos ira. 


16 in finem cis TéAos ("vsque in finem" Vg.). 
Elsewhere Erasmus more often uses osque ad 
finem for phrases such as sig téAos and 
Zoos TÉAos. In Annot., he interprets the Greek 
expression as referring to the "extreme" or 
"implacable" nature of the wrath of God. 
Manetti anticipated this change. 


17 Caeterum nos “Hueis 56€ (“Nos autem" Vg.). 
See on Act. 6,2. 


17 orbati &noppavioðévtes dq’ (“desolati a” 
Vg.). Erasmus is more precise here: “bereaved” 
(or literally “orphaned”), rather than “forsaken”. 
See Annot. Exactly this change was made by 
Lefévre. 


17 spatium temporis «capóv copas (“tempus ho- 
rae" Vg.). See on Job. 5,35 for Erasmus’ avoidance 
of a literal rendering of dpa. See also Annot. 
The version of Lefévre put horam temporis. 


17 vehementius wepiccotépws (“abundantius” 
Vg.). See on Gal. 1,14, and Annot. The rendering 
of Lefèvre was urgentius. 


17 studuimus tomoviddcapev ("festinauimus" 
Vg.) A similar substitution occurs at Hebr. 
4,11. In rendering otrovSdZo elsewhere, Eras- 
mus replaces festino with do operam at 2 Tim. 
4,9, 21; Tit. 3,12. See Annot., and cf. also on 
studiosius at Phil. 2,28. An identical change was 
made by Lefèvre. 
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17 videre faciem vestram TÒ TedcwTOV Sudv 
iSeiv ("faciem vestram videre" Vg.). The Vulgate 
word-order is more literal. Manetti and Lefévre 
both had vt faciem vestram videremus. 


17 cum tv (“in” 1516). In 1516, Erasmus 
gave a more literal rendering, which had also 
been used by Ambrosiaster. He reverted in 
1519 to the wording of the Vulgate. Cf. on 


Rom. 1,4. 


18 Quapropter 816 (“Quoniam” Vg). See on 
Act. 10,29. Erasmus’ choice of expression is 
again the same as that of Ambrosiaster. Manetti 
put propter quod, and Lefévre quia. 


18 et (3rd.) kai (“sed” Vg.). Erasmus is more 
literal here. (The use of et is attributed to the 
Vulgate by Vg*, without support from Vulgate 
mss., apart from the reading sed et in cod. 
Sangermanensis). 

18 obstitit nobis tvéxoyev fas (“impediuit 
nos" Vg.) See on vs. 16, and also on Rom. 
15,22. 


19 Nam quae est tis yop ("Quae est enim" Vg.). 
See on Iob. 3,34. 


19 gloriationis kauyicews (“gloriae” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 4,2. Lefévre made the same change. 


19 an non ovyi (“Nonne” Vg). See on Job. 
18,11; 2 Cor. 9,1. 


19 et xai (Vg. omits). Erasmus is more precise 
here. See Annot. The same correction was made 
by Manetti and Lefèvre Comm. 


19 in conspectu. domini nostri lesu Christi &p- 
Trpoc8ev ToU kupíou Auv ‘Inco’ Xpio oU 
(“ante dominum nostrum lesum Christum" 
late Vg. and many Vg. mss., with Vg""; "ante 
dominum nostrum lesum" some Vg. mss., with 
Vg“). A similar substitution of in conspectu for 
ante occurs at 1 Thess. 3,9, in accordance with 
Vulgate usage at 1 Job. 3,19. See further on Act. 
3,13; 7,46, and Annot. The word Xpiotot was 
omitted by codd. X A B D and many other 
mss. In adding this word, Erasmus followed 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
2816, with F G and many other mss. The 
versions of Ambrosiaster and Manetti had 
coram domino nostro lesu, and Lefèvre in conspectu 
domini nostri Ihesu. 


19 eius aduentu Ti atrtoU Tapovoig ("aduentu 
eius" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order lacks support 
from Greek mss. The version of Manetti put 
aduentu suo. 
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Aiò  yunkéri cTéyovres, eùðokh- 

capev xaraAeigOfjvar èv A8nvous 
póvoi, ?koi èméupapev TipóOcov tov 
&SeAQov fjudv Kai B1&Kovov ToU Got 
Kai cuvepyóv dv év TH evayyedin 
ToU Xpiotov, els TO oTNPiEar Uu&s Kai 
TrapakaArtoa: Üp&s Trepi TÄS trloteews 
fiuàv, `T pndéva caíveo8oi èv rais 
8Ahyeci TavTais. oUToi yap oiSaTe 
ét1 eis ToUTo Keipeba. ‘Kal yàp Ste 


3,1. KorraderpOnvan C-E: xateirAngevat 4 B 
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Proinde quum non amplius ferre- 

mus, visum est nobis, vt Athenis 
resideremus soli, ?ac misimus Timo- 
theum fratrem nostrum ac ministrum 
dei et adiutorem operis nostri in euan- 
gelio Christi, vt confirmaret vos et 
consolaretur vos de fide nostra, ?ne 
quisquam turbaretur in afflictionibus 
his. Nam ipsi nostis, nos in hunc 
vsum positos esse. ‘Etenim quum 


3,2 alt. ac D E: et A-C | 3 afflictionibus B-E: pressuris A 


3,1 Proinde Aid ("Propter quod” Vg.). See on 
Act. 11,17 for Erasmus’ use of proinde elsewhere 
in the Epistles, usually to render ov or doTe. 
Lefévre put Quapropter. 


1 quum non amplius ferremus ueri OTÉYOVTEŞ 
(“non sustinentes amplius" Vg.) Erasmus is 
more literal as to the word-order. A similar sub- 
stitution of fero for sustineo occurs in vs. 5. See 
also on 1 Cor. 9,12, and Annot. By turning this 
into a subordinate clause, Erasmus corrects a 
solecism of the Vulgate, which suddenly shifts 
from the first person plural to the third person 
singular, placuit. The solution adopted by Ma- 
netti and Lefévre was to replace placuit with a 
first-person plural verb (see the following note). 
Here Manetti put non amplius sustinentes, and 
Lefèvre non amplius ferentes. 


1 visum est nobis eùSokhoapev ("placuit nobis" 
Vg.). See on Rom. 15,26, and Annot. The render- 
ing of Manetti had comprobauimus, and Lefévre 
voluimus. 


1 vt Athenis resideremus soli «ocraAeig8fjvoa. v 
Aðńvaiş uóvoi ("remanere Athenis solis" Vg.). 
In 1516-19, Erasmus’ Greek text had korreiAn- 
pévan (from xaraAapávo rather than kara- 
Aeitre), following cod. 2817. In Annot., he 
incorrectly cited the text as having &rroAeig8fi- 
vat (from &rroAeírro)). Most mss. have kata- 
Asigôñva, as in codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816. In 
the Vulgate, potential confusion arises from 
the fact that solis agrees with both nobis and 
Athenis, a problem which Erasmus resolves by 
using vt and the subjunctive. As indicated in 


Annot., this change of construction was assisted 
by the wording of Ambrosiaster (1492), vt Athe- 
nis soli relinqueremur. Erasmus substitutes resideo 
for remaneo because the Vulgate verb could be 
misunderstood to imply that Paul was already 
alone before sending Timothy. For a similar 
reason, in rendering KateAipOn pdvos at Jo. 
8,9 (1519), Erasmus replaces remansit with relictus 
est solus. Manetti put soli Athenis remanere, and 
Lefèvre relinqui soli Athenis. 


2 ac (1st.) xal (“et” Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 
2 ac (2nd.) xai (“et” 1516-22 = Vg.). See ibid. 


2 et adiutorem operis nostri «od ouvepyóv fiudv 
(Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission is suppor- 
ted by codd. N A and seventeen later mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, along- 
side 1, 2105, 2816, with D^" and about 550 
later mss. Other variants also exist, notably «oi 
cuvepyóv in cod. B, and kai cuvepyóv tot 
9coU in cod. D*, both omitting the preceding 
phrase xoi Sidxovov ToU Oe00 (see Aland Die 
Paulinischen Briefe vol. 4, pp. 306-10). Although 
the longer reading, found in most mss., has 
sometimes been dismissed as a later compilation 
(or “conflation”) based on the various shorter 
forms of text, there are other possible explana- 
tions of the evidence. In themselves, the phrases 
Sióxovov Geo (cf. 2 Cor. 6,4; Col. 1,7) and 
ouvepyov fiui (cf. Rom. 16,3, 9, 21; Phm. 1, 
etc.) are suitable descriptions of Timothy and 
consistent with Pauline usage elsewhere. This 
kind of accumulation of epithets in praising 
his fellow-workers was characteristic of the 
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apostle: cf. his description of Epaphroditus as 
Tov &beAgov kal cuvepyóv Kal ovoTpaTiC- 
Tnv uou at Phil. 2,25, and of Tychicus as ó 
é&yatrntdés åSsApòs kai Trio-rós G1ókovos kai 
auvSounos èv Kupic at Col. 4,7. If the phrase 
kal ouvepyóv fiu was part of the original 
text, it could easily have been omitted by a 
careless scribe: cf. the omission of kai avvepyóv 
by cod. D* at Phil. 2,25, and of kai gúvõov- 
Aos by cod. N * at Col. 4,7. Subsequently, if a 
corrector added a marginal note to record the 
missing word, ovvepyóv, this might have been 
misunderstood by some copyists as a direction 
to substitute cuvepyóv for the preceding ić- 
Kovov TOU Got or for Sidxovov, thereby cre- 
ating the divergent and poorly attested readings 
of codd. B D*. Furthermore, the phrase used 
by cod. D*, cuvepyóv 0co0, may have been 
partly influenced by scribal familiarity with 
the words Geo yáp topev ouvepyoi at 1 Cor. 
3,9. In Annot., Erasmus renders by cooperarium 
nostrum. He mentioned the passage in his Ad 
Placandos. Manetti put et coadiutorem nostrum, 
and Lefévre et cooperatorem nostrum. 


2 vt confirmaret vos et consolaretur eis TÒ oT ELEC 
Upas Kal TrapoxaAécoa (“ad confirmandos vos 
et exhortandos" Vg.). Erasmus evidently disliked 
the Vulgate sequence of gerundives. However, 
his substitution of consolor for exborto(r) is 
questionable in the present context, and seems 
to have been influenced by Lefévre, who had 
exactly the same wording as Erasmus here. 
Ambrosiaster's version was different in several 
respects, having ad hoc vt et vos confirmet et 
deprecetur. Manetti put ad confirmandum vos et 
exbortandum. 


2 vos (2nd.) Guas (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission is supported by codd. N A B D* F 
G I and a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 2816, as 
well as D*" and most later mss. The question 
here is whether scribes added óp&g under the 
influence of the preceding phrase, otnpi€ar 
Üp&s, or whether a scribe deleted the second 
pronoun because he considered it superfluous 
to the sense. Both Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same change. 


2 de mepi ("pro" Vg.) The Vulgate possibly 
reflects the substitution of órép, as in codd. 
N ABD*FGlIanda few other mss. Erasmus 
again follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported 
by 1 and 2816, with D°" and most later mss. 
(cod. 2105 has 51). However, since the Vulgate 
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sometimes renders trepi by pro, it is not possible 
to be certain which Greek text the Vulgate 
follows at the present passage. See further on 
Rom. 14,12; Col. 1,3. Manetti anticipated this 
change, while Lefèvre had in. 


2 nostra {poo (“vestra” Vg.). Erasmus follows 
cod. 2817, with little other ms. support. Most 
mss. have Updav. 


3 ne quisquam te univa (“vt nemo” Vg.). 
In rendering the similar Greek expression, 
iva pneis, the same substitution occurs at 
Mc. 5,43 (1519), but vt nemo is inconsistently 
retained at Ap, Iob. 3,11. For Erasmus’ dislike 
of vt when followed by a negative, in purpose 
clauses, see on Job. 3,20. His use of t& here 
is not supported by his usual mss., and may 
be a conjecture. Most mss., including codd. 
1, 2105, 2816, 2817 (and also Lefèvre Comm.), 
have tó, while cod. 2815 has tot. The word 
T6 nevertheless remained in the Textus Receptus. 
The version of Ambrosiaster had me quis. 


3 turbaretur caivesðar (“moueatur” Vg.). 
In Annot., Erasmus attributes his interpreta- 
tion to the “Graeca scholia” and Theophylact 
(i.e. codd. 2817°™™ and 2105°™™, respectively). 
Lefévre (Comm.) tried adulationi cederet. 


3 afflictionibus tañs 9M eo (“tribulationibus” 
Vg.; “pressuris” 1516). See on Job. 16,21. Eras- 
mus’ 1516 rendering was the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


3 bis taurais (“istis” Vg). See on Act. 7,4. 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre used the same word 
as Erasmus, but positioned it before pressuris. 


3 Nam ipsi atrtol yap (“Ipsi enim” Vg.). See 
on Job. 3,34. 


3 nostis olSate ("scitis" Vg.). See on Rom. 
14,14. 


3 nos ... positos esse Sti ... Keipeða ("quod ... 
positi sumus" Vg.). The Vulgate construction 
is more literal. 


3 in hunc vsum eis toto (“in hoc” Vg.). By 
this change, Erasmus makes clear that the 
Greek phrase expresses purpose rather than 
location, as the Vulgate use of boc could be 
understood as either accusative or ablative. For 
the same reason, the versions of Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre put ad hoc. 


4 Etenim «ci yap (“Nam et” Vg). See on 
1 Cor. 12,14. Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same change. 
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Tpós Updas pev, TrpoeAéyouev Upiv 
Sti péAAouev OAiBeoban, Kabds koi 
tyévero xol olbars. 58i& ToUTo 
Ké&yco) unkéri cTÉyow, Erreupa eis TO 
yvóvoi Thy ior Uyddv, pf Tres 


étreipaceyv Úps ó meaepáčwv, kai 
tl; Kevov yévntar 6 kxómos fuv. 
$&pri 8& Aðóvtroşs Tipobéou Tpòs 
Huds ag’ Udy, Kal evayyedioo- 


évou five thy tiotw Kai thy 
&yámnv wydv, Kol ot: éyete pvel- 
av uv &yaðův mdvtote, èm- 
Tr'o80U0vTes äs iSv, kaðámep Kal 
fiusíig pas. 781 TotTO mapek- 
Onuev, &SeApoi, èv Uyiv, emi don 
Ti Aiye Kol àváyky fjuóv, Sic 
tis Updv tiotews. —*óm viv ø- 
uev, àv (Opes oTükere èv Kupion. 
? Tiva yao ebyapiotioy Buvdpeba TH 
8c  &vremoBoUvai Trepi Uydv, iri 
Tracy Ti xap, fj xaipousv 81 Gas 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


apud vos essemus, praedicebamus vo- 
bis fore, vt afflictionem pateremur, 
quemadmodum et euenit, et nostis. 
*Quapropter et ego non amplius fe- 
rens, misi ad hoc, vt cognoscerem 
fidem vestram, ne quo pacto tentasset 
vos ille qui tentat, et inanis factus esset 
labor noster. $Nuper autem quum 
venisset Timotheus ad nos a vobis, et 
annunciasset nobis fidem ac dilecti- 
onem vestram, et quod habeatis me- 
moriam nostri bonam semper, deside- 
rantes nos videre, quemadmodum nos 
quoque vos. "Idcirco consolationem 
accepimus fratres per vos super omni 
afflictione et necessitate nostra, per 
vestram fidem. *Quoniam nunc viui- 
mus, si vos statis in domino. ?Quam 
enim gratiarum actionem possumus 
deo rependere de vobis super omni 
gaudio, quod gaudemus propter vos 


4 afflictionem B-E: pressuram A | 5 vos B-E: om. A | 6 desiderantes C-E: desyderantes.4 B | 
nos quoque B-E: et nos A | 7 per vos super B-E: nomine vestro, in A | afflictione B-E: 


pressura A | 9 super B-E: in A 


4 fore, vt afflictionem pateremur ÖTi péAAOpEV 
OAiBecða (“passuros nos tribulationes" Vg.; 
“fore, vt pressuram pateremur” 1516). See on 
Act. 14,9 for the construction fore, vt, and on 
lob. 16,21 for afflictio. Cod. 2817 incorrectly 
put ôte for óri. Manetti had quod tribularemur, 
and Lefèvre quod debebamus pressuras pati. 


4 quemadmodum «acos (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. The same change was made by 
Lefévre. 


4 euenit tyéveto ("factum est" Vg.). For Eras- 
mus’ avoidance of facio, see on Job. 1,15. 


4 nostis olbarre (“scitis” Vg.). See on Rom. 
14,14. 


5 Quapropter Sià ToUTo ("Propterea" Vg.). See 
on Act. 10,29. Manetti put propter boc, and 
Lefèvre Hanc ob rem. 


5 non amplius unkéri ("amplius non” Vg). 
Erasmus’ choice of word-order is more in 
accordance with classical Latin usage. Cf. on 
Ioh. 6,66. Manetti and Lefèvre made the same 


change (Ambrosiaster's word-order was non 
tolerans amplius). 


5 ferens o1&ycov ("sustinens" Vg.). See on vs. 1. 
Erasmus has the same rendering as Lefèvre. 


5 ad hoc, vt cognoscerem eis tò yvdvon ("ad 
cognoscendum" Vg. 1527; "ad cognoscendam" 
Vg. mss.). The 1527 Vulgate, following the Fro- 
ben editions of 1491 and 1514, has the form 
of the gerund, the earlier Vulgate that of the 
gerundive. Other instances of Erasmus' removal 
of gerundives occur in vss. 2 and 13 of this 
chapter. For other examples of his insertion of 
in hoc or ad hoc, see further on Rom. 1,20. His 
wording was the same as that of Ambrosiaster. 


5 quo pacto ws ("forte" Vg.). See on Rom. 
11,21; 2 Cor. 9,4. Lefèvre made the same change, 
while Manetti substituted aliquatenus. 


5 tentasset ... factus. eset Èmeipacev ... yévn- 
tou (“tentauerit ... fiat” Vg.). Erasmus’ render- 
ing takes more account of the aorist tense of 
yévnto. Manetti put tentaret .. fieret, and 
Lefèvre tentauerit ... fuerit. 
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5 vos buds (omitted in 1516 Lat.). The 1516 
omission, in conflict with the accompanying 
Greek text, could have been accidental, but 
it agrees with the rendering of Ambrosiaster 
(1492). 

5 ille qui tentat 6 w&pátov (“is qui tentat" 
Vg.). At Mt. 4,3, Erasmus uses ile qui tentat to 
replace fentator, in rendering the same Greek 
expression. By substituting ile, he attaches 
greater emphasis to the Greek article. Ambro- 
siaster had ¿le temptator, and Lefèvre tentator. 


6 Nuper &pri ("Nunc" Vg). This change was 
influenced by the aorist tense of the following 
participle, ZA@dvtos. The same substitution was 
made by Lefèvre, who began the sentence with 
Cum autem nuper venisset a vobis Timotheus ad 
nos. Ambrosiaster and Manetti put Modo. 


6 quum venisset Timotheus ... annunciasset EN8óvTos 
Tipodéou ... evoryyeAioapévou (veniente Timo- 
theo ... annunciante” Vg.). Erasmus renders the 
Greek aorists more accurately. In Annot., he 
attributes his rendering to "Ambrose" (i.e. Am- 
brosiaster). Lefévre used the same words, but 
assembled them in a different order: see the 
previous note. Manetti had cwm Timotheus a 
vobis ad nos veniret atque euangelizaret. 


6 ds àp’ Updo. The reading of cod. 2815 
is 9u&g àp’ fjuów, which is unsuited to the 
context, and probably arose from itacistic errors 
(cf. Guds àp’ óu&v in cod. 2105"). 


6 ac xai (“et” Vg.). See on Iob. 1,25. 


6 dilectionem ijv. &yé&rrmy (“charitatem” Vg.). 
See on lob. 13,35. Lefévre made the same 
change. 


6 quod habeatis memoriam nostri bonam óm 
éxete pvelav jui åyaðńv (“quia memoriam 
nostri habetis bonam" Vg.). For quod and the 
subjunctive, see on Joh. 1,20. The Vulgate word- 
order has little explicit Greek ms. support. Ma- 
netti put quod babetis commemorationem nostri 
bonam (though the first hand of Pal Lat. 45 
had quoniam for quod). Lefévre's version was 
quod bonam nostri babetis memoriam. 


6 quemadmodum xaðárnsep (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 4,6. The same substitution was made by 
Lefévre. 


6 nos quoque Kai peïs ("et nos quoque et” 
Vg. 1527; "et nos" 1516). In adding et after 
quoque, the 1527 Vulgate column followed the 
Froben edition of 1514. As indicated in Annot., 
either e£ or quoque is redundant in the late 
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Vulgate rendering. Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefévre had the same wording as Erasmus’ 1516 
edition, 

7 Idcirco Sià toto (“Ideo” Vg.). See on Job. 
9,41. Lefèvre put hac de re. 


7 consolationem accepimus TapeKAOnuev (“con- 
solati sumus" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 14,31. Ambro- 
siaster had consolationem sumus adepti. 

7 per vos Ev Wyiv ("in vobis" Vg; "nomine ve- 
stro" 1516 Lat.). Erasmus' mss. at Basle, together 
with nearly all other mss. apart from F^" G, 
had èọ for èv. The use of éq’ also seems to 
be reflected by the word zomine in Erasmus’ 
1516 rendering. 


7 super Eni ("in" 1516 = Vg.). See on Act. 3,10. 
Erasmus’ rendering of 1519 uses the same word 
as Ambrosiaster. 


7 afflictione et necessitate vi, OAiyer Kal &váyxr 
("necessitate et tribulatione" Vg.; "pressura et 
necessitate" 1516). The Vulgate word-order cor- 
responds with TH &véyx xai GAiwel, as found 
in codd. $ A B D F G 0183 and some later 
mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
along with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other late 
mss. For afflictio, see on Iob. 16,21. Lefèvre had 
the same rendering as Erasmus' 1516 edition 
(cf. Ambrosiaster, necessitate et pressura). Manetti 
put tribulatione et necessitate. 


7 vestram fidem Tis Gucv miotews ("fidem 
vestram" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The late 
Vulgate word-order has little Greek ms. support 
other than cod. A and cod. 2105, which have 
Tfj Tiotews ÜuGv. Cod. 2815 omits Gydv 
altogether. Erasmus’ wording agrees with some 
mss. of the earlier Vulgate, and the version of 
Ambrosiaster. 


9 rependere avtaTroSotvai (“retribuere” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 11,35. Lefévre made the same 
change. 


9 de trepi ("pro" Vg.). See on Rom. 14,12. Eras- 
mus had the same word as Ambrosiaster. 


9 super &rí (“in” 1516 = Vg.). See on Act. 3,10. 
Erasmus’ 1519 rendering again agreed with 
Ambrosiaster’s version. 


9 quod gaudemus Ñ xaipousv (“quo gaudemus" 
Vg.). Erasmus perhaps considered that an inter- 
nal accusative, as in gaudium gaudemus, was 
more in accordance with classical Latin usage. 
However, he was content to retain gauisi sunt 
gaudio at Mt. 2,10, and gaudio gaudet at lob. 
3,29. Lefévre had quo exultamus. 
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éuTrpoobev ToU Geo Huddy,  vuxrós Kai 
fiuépas UTrepextrepiooo Sedpevol, eis TÒ 
iSeiv Ud TÒ TPdcwTrOV, kal kccrapríood 
Tà Votepfhpata Tis Tro Ecos Updv; 

1 AjTós 5E ó Beds Kal Tratip fuv 
Kal 6 küpios fjuóv 'InooUs Xpiotds kat- 
&u8Uvoi Thv óðòv fjucov Trpós opas. | ops 
St ó Küpios TrAcovdou Kal rrepicoeUcod 
Ti &y rr els AAT|AOus, Kai eis Tr&vras, 
Karrep Kai peïs eis ús, P el TO oTN- 
pigar Updv tas KapSias &uéumTous év 
cayloouvn ÉpTrpocev ToO Seo kal mra- 
Tpós Tjuóov, &v Ti) rrapoucía ToU Kupíou 
fiu&v'InooU XpicToU, peTà TravVTOOV TOV 
&yícv atrtot. 


To Aorróv ov, &5eA@oi, Épcoróxpev 
Úuõs Kal trapaKaAotpev v kupío 
"Inoot, ka&c»s TrapeAGBete Trap’ fiuó, 
TO TS Sei Yas Trepitrateiv Kal àpé- 
oxelv 0c, Iva TrepicoeUnTe UGAAOV. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


in conspectu dei nostri, "nocte ac die 
supra modum orantes, vt videamus 
vestram faciem, et suppleamus quae 
desunt fidei vestrae? 

Ipse vero deus et pater noster et 
dominus noster lesus Christus dirigat 
viam nostram ad vos. "Vos autem 
dominus abundantes et exuberantes 
faciat mutua inter vos charitate, et in 
omnes, quemadmodum et nos in vos, 
P vt confirmet corda vestra, irreprehen- 
sibilia in sanctimonia coram deo et 
patre nostro, in aduentu domini nostri 
Iesu Christi, cum omnibus sanctis 
eius. 


4 Quod superest igitur fratres, roga- 
mus vos et adhortamur per domi- 
num lesum, quemadmodum accepistis 
a nobis, quomodo oporteat vos versari 
et placere deo, vt abundetis magis. 


13 corda vestra C-E: vestra corda Æ B | irreprehensibilia B-E: irrepraehensibilia A 
4,1 per dominum Iesum B-E: in domino lesu 4 | versari B-E: ambulare 4 


9 in conspectu dei nostri turpoc8ev ToO 8soU 
fuv (“ante dominum deum nostrum" Vg. 
1527). See on 1 Thess. 2,19 for in conspectu. The 
reading dominum deum in the 1527 Vulgate, 
which follows the Froben Vulgate of 1514, 
lacks support from Greek mss. Erasmus had 
the same rendering as Lefèvre. Ambrosiaster 
and Manetti put coram deo nostro. 


10 supra modum UtpekmepiocoU (“abundan- 
tius" Vg). See on 2 Cor. 7,13; 10,14, and 
Annot. Both Manetti and Lefèvre used super- 
abundanter. 


10 vestram faciem Sudv Tò mrpóoc»rrov (“faciem 
vestram” Vg.). Erasmus is more literal as to the 
word-order. 


10 suppleamus kataptica (“compleamus” Vg.). 
See on Phil. 2,30. Cod. 2817 has the itacistic 
spelling, xaraptýoai. Erasmus’ rendering was 
the same as that of Ambrosiaster. Manetti and 
Lefévre both put perficiamus. 


10 quae desunt Tà Gorreptypata (“ea quae de- 
sunt" Vg.). See on Col. 1,24. Erasmus again has 
the same wording as Ambrosiaster. Manetti put 
defectus. 


10 vestrae 9ucv. In the present edition, a 
question-mark is placed after these words in 
the Greek and Latin texts, as required by tiva 
at the beginning of vs. 9, though Erasmus had 
only a full-stop here. 


11 vero Bé (“autem” Vg.). Erasmus gives a con- 
tinuative sense to the Greek particle, as there 
is no contrast between this clause and the 
apostle's prayer in the previous sentence. 


11 dominus noster ô kópios fjuv (“dominus” 
Vg.). The Vulgate omission of zoster has little 
support from Greek mss. Erasmus' correction 
agrees with the wording of Ambrosiaster, Ma- 
netti and Lefévre. 


12 Vos... abundantes et exuberantes faciat mutua 
inter vos charitate Spas ... WAeovdoa Kal 
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Tepiocevoal TH aydtrn els &AAhAous ("Vos 
. multiplicet et abundare faciat charitatem 
vestram in inuicem" late Vg.). The Vulgate, in 
effect, makes üu&s the object of TrAcovéoat 
alone, and converts ti éry&rrr into a second 
object for Tepiocevoa. This corresponds with 
the replacement of ij &y&rm by thy &yé&mny 
in cod. I. By substituting participles for in- 
finitives in his rendering, Erasmus makes clear 
that uðs is the object of both the Greek verbs. 
His use of abundo instead of multiplico, in ren- 
dering TrAeová£o, is consistent with his practice 
of reserving multiplico for TANOUve at other 
passages. For exubero, see further on Rom. 3,7; 
2 Cor. 4,15. See also Annot. For the use of 
mutuus inter vos, see on Iob. 4,33; 13,34. Lefèvre 
put vos... plus babere faciat, et faciat abundare 
dilectione mutua. Manetti followed the late Vul- 
gate, except that he placed vos immediately 
before multiplicet, and omitted in before inuicem. 


12 in vos els ous (“in vobis" Vg.). Erasmus 
is more accurate here. See Annot. His wording 
is the same as that of Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put 
ad vos. 


13 vt confirmet cis to onpi£on ("ad confirman- 
da" Vg.). See on vss. 2 and 5 for other instances 
of Erasmus' removal of gerundives. Manetti 
put ad confirmandum. 


13 corda vestra Sudv Tas Kapdias ("vestra cor- 
da" 1516-19). The word-order of 1516-19 was 
more literal, and this was also retained in the 
separate Latin N.T. of 1521. In 1522, Erasmus’ 
Latin text reverted to the Vulgate rendering. 


13 irreprebensibilia &uéuTrtous (“sine querela" 
Vg.). See on Eph. 1,4; Phil. 2,15. Erasmus here 
follows Lefévre in using the non-classical irrepre- 
bensibilia. In Annot., instead of crediting Lefèvre 
with this wording, he cites "Ambrose" (i.e. Am- 
brosiaster) as authority for the slightly different 
rendering, irreprebensa. 


13 sanctimonia &y\wowvn (“sanctitate” Vg.). 
Erasmus reserves sanctitas for 6016715. For his 
use of sanctimonia elsewhere, see on 2 Cor. 7,1. 
His rendering is the same as that of Ambro- 
siaster. 


13 coram deo et patre nostro ÉyrrpocOev tot 
Geo Kal tratpds fiucv (“ante deum et patrem 
nostrum" Vg.). See on Act. 7,46. Erasmus has 
the same wording as Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 


13 Cbristi Xpio ToO (omitted by some Vg. mss., 
with Vg*). In retaining this word, which was 
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present in many copies of the Vulgate (with 
Vg") and also used by Ambrosiaster (1492), 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, sup- 
ported by 1, 2105, 2816, along with F G and 
many other mss. The version of Lefévre omitted 
Christi, in company with some mss. of the Vul- 
gate and also many Greek mss., commencing 


with N A B D. 


13 eius avtow ("eius. Amen” Vg.). The Vul- 
gate corresponds with the addition of duty in 
codd. N * A D* and a few other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1, 2105, 2816, and also N ^" B D" F G and 
most other mss. The same correction was made 
by Lefèvre, but Ambrosiaster and Manetti sub- 
stituted suis. 


4,1 Quod superest Tò Aorróv (“De caetero" Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 4,2. The article TÓ is omitted 
by codd. 1, 2105, 2815, together with Ñ A B* 
D F G and many other mss. Erasmus follows 
cod. 2817, with support from cod. 2816, and 
also B^" and many later mss. His rendering 
agrees with that of Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put 
Deinceps. 


1 igitur otv (“ergo” Vg.). See on lob. 6,62. 
Lefévre made the same substitution. 


1 adbortamur mapakaħoŭpev ('obsecramus" 
Vg.). See on Act. 15,32. 


1 per dominum lesum tv kupico “Inoot (“in do- 
mino lesu” 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 1,17. 


1 quemadmodum xao; (“vt quemadmodum" 
Vg.). The Vulgate addition of wt corresponds 
with the insertion of fva before Koes by codd. 
B D* F G and a few other mss. Erasmus com- 
mented in Annot. that vt is redundant here, in 
view of the use of the same word later in the 
sentence. In omitting {va at this point, he fol- 
lows codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 
2816, as well as X A D! and most later mss. 
The same change was made by Lefèvre. 


1 versari veprrrocreiv (“ambulare” 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Job. 7,1. 


1 deo Oe (“deo, sic et ambuletis" late Vg.). The 
earlier Vulgate rendering was deo, sicut et ambu- 
latis, reflecting the addition of ka&cos kal mepi- 
Tarteite, attested by codd. N A B D* FG 
0183"4 and some other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 
2816, and also D" and most later mss. In 
Annot., he condemned the extra phrase as being 
an explanatory addition. 
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2oiSaTte yàp Tívas trapayyeAias Sw- 
Kapev Upiv Sic ToU Kupiou ‘Inco. 
3ToUro yap icm 0£Anua ToU Oco0, ó 
é&yiacpgós Updo, atréxecbor Gas do 
tis Topvelas, ‘*eiSévon Exactov Upów 
TÒ éavuroU oKelos KTGo8a èv yı- 
acuo xol Tiwi, uf iv méðe èm- 
uias, KaOdatep koi Te čðvn Tà uf 
eiSéta Tov Oedv, Td ph Úmeppai- 
velv Kad TAgovekteiv èv TO Trpdypati 
tov &SeApov attot, Bióri ekSiKos ó 
KUpPIOS Trepi TrdvTwVv ToUTwv, Kabds 
Kol Trpoeírauev Upiv Kal papru- 
paveta. 700 yap ékdAecev tds 
Óó Bòs émi àkaðapoig, GAA’ èv éyı- 
acu.  *roryapoüv 6 é8erGv, oUk 
&vOpwtrov dere, &AA& Tov Oedv, | 


4,6 Siepaptupaueda B-E: paptupopeba A 
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^Nostis enim quae praecepta dede- 
rimus vobis per dominum lesum. 
3Haec enim est voluntas dei, sancti- 
ficatio vestra, vt abstineatis a scorta- 
tione, *et sciat vnusquisque vestrum 
suum vas possidere, cum sanctificatio- 
ne et honore, *non cum affectu con- 
cupiscentiae, quemadmodum et gen- 
tes quae non nouerunt deum, ‘ne 
quis opprimat ac fraudet in negocio 
fratrem suum: propterea quod vltor 
est dominus de omnibus his, quem- 
admodum et ante diximus vobis, ac 
testati sumus. Non enim vocauit 
nos deus immundiciae causa, sed ad 
sanctificationem. *Proinde qui reiicit, 
non reiicit ho|minem, sed deum, 


2 dominum Æ: dominum nostrum A-D | 3 scortatione B-E: fornicatione A | 4 cum B-E: 


inA | 5 cum BE in A | 


6 ac testati B-E: et testificati 4 | 7 


immundiciae C-E: 


immnnditiae A, immunditiae B | ad sanctificationem B-E: in sanctificatione A 


2 Nostis oiSate (“Scitis” Vg.). See on Rom. 
14,14. 


2 dederimus t5axapev ("dederim" late Vg.) 
The late Vulgate singular lacks explicit sup- 
port from Greek mss. Both Manetti and Lefèvre 
made the same correction as Erasmus. 


2 dominum ToU xupiou (“dominum nostrum" 
1516-27 Lat.). The addition of nostrum in the 
1516-27 editions was in conflict with the ac- 
companying Greek text. This longer reading, 
which was also used by Ambrosiaster, corre- 
sponds with the addition of fjuó in cod. 2105, 
with support from D* F G. Most other mss. 
omit dv. 

2 "Incoó. Codd. 2105 and 2817 add XpiotoŬ, 
as in codd. F G and a few other mss. 


3 enim est yap tori (“est enim" Vg.). Erasmus’ 
word-order is more literal. Lefévre made the 
same change. Manetti’s version omitted enim 
altogether. 


3 ut abstineatis &néyeoða Upas (“vt abstineatis 
vos" Vg.). No doubt Erasmus considered that 


the pronoun Uyds was adequately represented 
by the use of the second person plural of the 
verb. Manetti anticipated this change, while 
Lefèvre had wt vos abstineatis. 


3 scortatione ijs Topveias (“fornicatione” 1516 
= Vg.). See on Job. 8,41. 


4 et sciat ciSévan (“vt sciat" Vg.). Erasmus gives 
a more suitable rendering. Equally satisfactory 
would have been et vt sciat. The Vulgate makes 
it appear that this clause is subordinate to ab 
stineatis (“abstain ... so that each of you may 
know”). 


4 suum vas TO EauToU oxetos (“vas suum" late 
Vg.). Erasmus’ word-order is more literal, agree- 
ing with the earlier Vulgate and Ambrosiaster. 
4 cum èv ("in" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,4. 
5 cum èv (“in” 1516 = Vg.). See ibid. 


5 affectu 481 (“passione” Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,26. Lefévre used perturbatione, but also men- 
tioned affectio and affectus as alternatives in 
Comm. 
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5 concupiscentiae tmiüuulas (“desiderii” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 13,14. Lefévre made the same 
change. Manetti put ignominiae, corresponding 
with the substitution of &ripías in a few late 
mss., from harmonisation with Rom. 1,26. 


5 quemadmodum xo8&mep. ("sicut" Vg). See 
on Rom. 4,6. Lefévre had vt. 


5 quae non nouerunt à pr) ciSóTa (“quae igno- 
rant” Vg.). Erasmus is more literal here, following 
a suggestion of Jerome: see Annot. on Eph. 4,19. 
Lefévre put quae nesciunt. 


6 ne quis TO uh (“Et ne quis" late Vg.). The 
late Vulgate rendering lacks Greek ms. sup- 
port, and probably arose from scribal altera- 
tion of the words vt ne quis, which were used 
by the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 


6 opprimat ýnepBaiveiv ("supergrediatur" Vg.). 
Erasmus tries to make better sense of the pas- 
sage, but leaves an ambiguity as to whether op- 
primo was to be understood as meaning literal- 
ly "oppress" or alternatively "take by surprise" 
(cf. his use of opprimo for katoAapBdveo at 
1 Thess. 5,4). The Vulgate verb, supergredior, is 
superficially more literal, but has the unwanted 
connotation of "surpass". The mss. of Manetti's 
version put supergradiatur, and Lefèvre supplantet. 


6 ac (1st.) kai ("neque" Vg.). Erasmus is more 
literal here. Manetti and Lefèvre put et. 


6 fraudet TAEovexteiv ("circunueniat" Vg.). See 
on 2 Cor. 7,2. In Annot., Erasmus attributes his 
more explicit wording to Jerome, who used the 
phrase auarus fraudet in negocio to explain the 
meaning of this word, in his commentary on 
Eph. 4,19. Manetti had plus babeat ... quam. 

6 propterea quod 51671 ("quoniam" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,19, and Annot. The version of Lefèvre 
put quia. 

6 vitor &Eikos (“vindex” Vg.). See on Rom. 
13,4, and Annot. In Manetti's version, one ms. 
(Pal. Lat. 45) had index, which could be viewed 
as a scribal error for either vindex or iudex, his 
other ms. (Urb. Lat. 6) adopted index. 


6 omnibus bis vávrov ToUrov (“his omni- 
bus” Vg.). Erasmus’ word-order is more literal. 
Manetti made the same change. 


6 quemadmodum xobos ("sicut" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefévre had vt. 


6 et xai (omitted in most Vg. mss., with Vg"). 
The Vulgate omission is supported by few 
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Greek mss. other than cod. A. The word et 
occurs here in cod. Sangermanensis (with Vg*), 
and also in Ambrosiaster. See Annot. 


6 ante diximus mposivrauev (“praediximus” Vg.). 
See on 2 Cor. 7,3. This Greek spelling follows 
cod. 2815, together with 2816", as well as 
N B D F G and many other mss. In codd. 
1, 2105, 2816°°", 2817, with cod. A and most 
later mss., it is Tpoeitropev. 


6 ac (2nd.) xai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 
1,25. Erasmus’ Greek text follows cod. 2815, 
with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss. His 
cod. 2817 omits the word. 


6 testati sumus SiepapTupdayeba (“testificati su- 
mus" 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,7. The reading 
of the 1516 edition, papTupdépeba, is not sup- 
ported by Erasmus’ mss. at Basle, but may have 
been partly influenced by cod. 2817, which has 
Biepaprupóus8a, also found in cod. 1, with 
Der and many later mss. The version of 
Lefévre put protestati sumus. 


7 immundiciae causa Evi &xocopoíq (“in im- 
mundiciam" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). Eras- 
mus does not use causa for &rí elsewhere in the 
N.T. In Annot., he explains the phrase as the 
equivalent of Pac lege, vt essemus immundi. Lefèvre 
put ad immundiciam. 


7 ad sanctificationem tv éry aod (“in sanctifica- 
tionem” late Vg. and some Vg. mss.; “in sancti- 
ficatione” 1516 = some Vg. mss.). In Annot., 
Erasmus argues that év is here the equivalent 
of èti. Lefèvre put ad sanctitatem. 


8 Proinde toryapotv (“Itaque” Vg). See 
on Act, 11,17. Manetti put Ergo, and Lefèvre 
Igitur. 


8 reticit, non reticit bominem deta, oux &vOpoo- 
mov drei ("haec spernit, non hominem sper- 
nit” most Vg. mss., with Vg"*; "spernit, non 
hominem spernit" cod. Sangermanensis, with 
Vg“). The Vulgate pronoun, aec, lacks Greek 
ms. support, and was probably added by way 
of explanation, as suggested in Annot. In Eras- 
mus’ translation, the position of hominem is 
changed, so as to make a more pointed contrast 
with deum. For the substitution of reticio for 
sperno, see on Job. 12,48. Valla Annot. commented 
that baec was replaced by me in some Vulgate 
copies. Manetti rendered this whole clause by 
quicunque spernit non hominem sed deum spernit, 
while Lefèvre had qui contemnit: non bominem 
contemnit sed deum. 
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Tov 5iS6vta TÒ Trea TO &yiov aù- 
ToU els opas. 

Tepi Sè Tfj; piAaBeAgias où xpel- 
av Éyere ypágetv Upiv. aŭto yap Ùpes 
Beod{Saxtoi ote eis TO &yomráv &AAN- 
Aous. kal yàp moite awd els Trávras 
tous &6cApoUs Tous èv SAN TH MaxeSo- 
vig. TrapakaAotpev 5& Üpàs, &5eAgol, 
TepicceUev. p&AAov, "xol piAotiuel- 
aĝa, fjcuyGciv Kal mpáooceiv TA i610, 
Kai épy&Lso0o1 Toís iSiais xepolv ouv, 
Kabas Uuiv rrapnyyeíAapev, iva mepi- 
Tracrfjre eUoympuóvoos Trpós TOUS Eco, kai 
unSevos xpefav Exe. 


9 0:0616oxroi A’ B-E: 6eoBibakroi A* 


12 vos geratis B-E: ambuletis A | extrarios B-E: 


8 qui dedit tov BiSdvta ("qui etiam dedit" 
Vg.) Erasmus' Greek text follows cod. 2817, 
along with codd. B D I and a few later mss. 
In codd. N * D* F G and a few others, it is tov 
xai BiBóvra. However, cod. W" and most 
later mss., including codd. 1, 2815, 2816, have 
tov kai Sdévta, which is the nearest to the 
Vulgate wording. Cod. 2105 has tov 8óvra. In 
Annot., Erasmus shows awareness only of the 
reading tov 8iSévta, for which the Latin 
equivalent should be gui dat rather than qui 
dedit. His rendering is the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put qui et dedit. 


8 suum sanctum tò &yiov avtot. Erasmus’ 
Greek text here follows cod. 2815, together 
with 1 and 2816, and also cod. I and a few later 
mss. His Latin word-order, which follows the 
Vulgate, corresponds more closely with avtot 
TO &yiov, as in codd. 2105, 2817 and most 
other mss., commencing with N B D (F) G H. 
The version of Manetti had sanctum suum. 


8 in vos els úpõş (“in nobis” late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate corresponds with els yds, which is the 
reading of cod. A and a few later mss. Under 
the influence of the Complutensian Polyglot 
and R. Estienne, eis ‘ais was adopted by the 
later Textus Receptus. As well as following a more 
widely attested Greek text, Erasmus' rendering 
was more accurate in substituting accusative 
for ablative. See Annot. He used the same 
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qui dedit spiritum suum sanctum in 
vos. 

?Caeterum de fraterna charitate 
non necesse habetis, vt scribam vo- 
bis. Ipsi namque diuinitus docti estis, 
vt diligatis vos inuicem. Nam et fa- 
citis hoc erga cunctos fratres qui sunt 
in tota Macedonia. Obsecramus autem 
vos fratres, vt abundetis magis, !!et in 
hoc incumbatis, vt quieti sitis, et agatis 
res proprias, et operemini propriis ma- 
nibus vestris, sicuti vobis praecepimus, 
2 vt vos geratis honeste erga extrarios, 
et nulla re vobis sit opus. 


extraneos A 


wording as Ambrosiaster. Lefévre had in vobis, 
as in the earlier Vulgate. 


9 Caeterum de fraterna charitate Nep\ 5È Tis Qı- 
AabeAgias ("De charitate autem fraternitatis" 
Vg.). For caeterum, see on Act. 6,2, and for frater- 
na charitas, see on Rom. 12,10, and Annot. The 
rendering of Manetti put De caritate vero fraterni- 
tatis, and Lefèvre De dilectione autem fraterna. 


9 habetis Exeve ("habuimus" late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate corresponds more closely with the sub- 
stitution of efyouev, as in codd. B I. The earlier 
Vulgate had habemus, reflecting the variant ëxo- 
uev, as found in codd. N ©" D* F G and a few 
other mss. In cod. 2105, où xpela viv is sub- 
stituted for où xpelav Exerc. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1 and 2816, 
with X* A De H and most later mss. See 
Annot. A point which could be said to favour 
the authenticity of &yere is that it is a Zectio 
difficilior, because of the apparent strangeness 
of its literal meaning in the present context 
("you do not need to write to you"). To grasp 
the meaning, it is necessary to add "me" or 
"anyone" after "need": see the following note. 
Manetti and Lefèvre both replaced necesse habu- 
imus by indigetis. 

9 ut scribam ypdgew ("scribere" Vg.). To yield 
good sense, after the previous substitution of 
habetis, the simple infinitive no longer gives a 
satisfactory rendering of ypágeiv. By using the 
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first person, scribam, Erasmus makes plain that 
the apostle is the subject. See Annot. However, 
it could equally have been written in the third 
person, ot quisquam scribat (cf. Iob. 2,25; 16,30; 
1 Job. 2,27). A similar point arises at 1 Thess. 
5,1. Lefévre made the same change as Erasmus, 
while Manetti had vt scribatur. 

9 Ipsi namque oxoi yàp Uyeis ("Ipsi enim 
vos” Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 3,21 for namque. Eras- 
mus leaves óueis untranslated. Manetti likewise 
omitted vos, having just ipsi enim. Lefèvre put 
Nam vosipsi. 


9 diuinitus docti estis Be0B{5aKtol tote (“a deo 
didicistis” Vg.). Erasmus provides a more literal 
rendering. See Annot. The version of Ambro- 
siaster had a deo docti estis, while Manetti and 
Lefévre put a deo edocti estis. 


9 vos inuicem &ANr|Aous (“inuicem” Vg.). See 
on Job. 4,33. Ambrosiaster had the same phrase 
as Erasmus, but placed it before diligatis. 


10 Nam et «od yáp (“Etenim” Vg). See on 
1 Cor. 5,7. Erasmus' rendering was again the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster. 


10 facitis boc moire aùTtó ("illud facitis" late 
Vg.). Erasmus’ rendering adheres more closely 
to the Greek word-order. In substituting Poc for 
illud, he follows Lefévre, who put hoc facitis. 
Manetti's rendering was id facitis. The earlier 
Vulgate and Ambrosiaster had facitis illud. 


10 erga eis ("in" Vg.). See on Act. 3,25. Lefèvre 
put ad. 


10 cunctos vr&vras (“omnes” Vg.). Cf. on Col. 
1,20. 

10 qui sunt in tous èv (“in” Vg.). The Vulgate 
may reflect the omission of tows, as in codd. 
N* A D* F G. Here Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, alongside 1, 2105, 2816, with 
Ner B Dor H and most later mss. The same 
change was made by Lefévre. 


10 tota Sdn ("vniuersa" Vg). See on Act. 5,34. 
Manetti anticipated this change, but Lefévre 
omitted the word. 


10 Obsecramus vrapoxaAoUysv ("Rogamus" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 16,17. Lefévre made the same 
substitution. 


11 in boc incumbatis gidotipeioba (“operam 
detis" Vg.). Erasmus finds a more vigorous ren- 
dering for this Greek verb. In Annot., he gives 
the meaning as ambitiose conari. See also on Act. 
6,4. Manetti put operemini, and Lefèvre pro 
bonore ducatis. 
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11 agatis res proprias mpåoosiv Tà idia (“vt 
vestrum negocium agatis" late Vg. and many 
Vg. mss., with Vg*). Erasmus is more precise 
here. For proprias, see on Iob. 1,11; 1 Cor. 6,18. 
See also Annot. Among several suggestions of 
Valla Annot. was res proprias agatis. Manetti put 
propria agatis, and Lefévre agere propria (giving 
res proprias as an alternative in Comm.). 


11 propriis manibus vestris Tos iSiaas yepolv 
Uuddv ("manibus vestris" Vg.). The Vulgate per- 
haps reflects the omission of {8{ans, as in codd. 
or B D* F G and a few other mss. In cod. 
2105*, tañs iias xepoiv is omitted. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, together with 
1 and 2816, as well as N* A D°" and most 
other mss. For other variants involving {810s, 
see on Epb. 4,28; 5,24. The same change was 
made by Lefévre, whereas Manetti put vestris 
manibus propriis. 

11 sicuti xaos ("sicut" Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 


11 vobis praecepimus piv TrapnyysiAauev 
(praecipimus vobis" late Vg.). The present 
tense of the late Vulgate lacks Greek ms. support. 
The Vulgate word-order corresponds with map- 
nyyelAauev Upiv in cod. %* and a few later 
mss. The rendering of Erasmus agrees with that 
of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


12 vt iva (“vt et” Vg. 1527; "et vt” Vg. mss.). 
The 1527 Vulgate column follows the Froben 
edition of 1514. The Vulgate addition of et 
lacks support from Greek mss. Erasmus’ cor- 
rection gives the same rendering as Ambrosias- 
ter and Lefèvre. One of the mss. of Manetti’s 
version (Pal. Lat. 45) had vt, and the other 
(Urb. Lat. 6) just et. 


12 vos geratis honeste wepitratiyte VOX NLOVWS 
(“honeste ambuletis” Vg.; “ambuletis honeste” 
1516). A similar substitution of se gerit occurs 
at 2 Thess. 3,6 (1519). In a similar context at 
Col. 4,5, Erasmus retains ambulo. He is more 
literal as to the word-order. Lefévre made the 
same change as Erasmus’ 1516 edition. 


12 erga pds (“ad” Vg.). See on Act. 3,25. 
Lefévre put apud, adopting a suggestion of 
Valla Annot. 


12 extrarios tows ÉEco ("eos qui foris sunt” Vg.; 
"extraneos" 1516). See on Col. 4,5. Erasmus 
does not use extrarius elsewhere in the N.T. In 
cod. 2817, the word tows is incorrectly omitted. 

12 nulla re vobis sit opus unõevòs xpeíav Éymre 
("nullius aliquid desideretis” Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus cites nullius indigentiam habeatis as an 
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13 OU 0£Aco BE Up&s &yvociv, &5eAGoil, 
mepi T&v kekoiurévov, iva ur Aun- 
aĝe, KaBdos Kai oi Aorrol of ur) Éxovres 
tanida: ei yàp motevopev STi 'Inooüs 
amrébave kai dvéotn, otttws Kai ó beds 
Tous Koisndévtas Sic tol “Incot, &Ee 
cuv até. Stotto yàp uiv Atyopev 
év Adyeo Kupiou, Sti tpeis of GOvres of 
TepiAeitropevor els Thv Trapoucíav ToU 
Kupíou, où ut q8&ccpsv TOUS koium£v- 
tas, Sti aÙTÒs Ó küpios èv keAeUcpari, 
iv poovi) dpxayyéAou, kal èv odAtyy! 
GeoU KataBroeta dtr’ oópavoO, Kai of 
vexpol év Xpiot® avactihoovta Trpó- 
Tov, ' Erreita huels of Gives, of Tepi- 
Aermóuevot, Gua cUv avtois dptTrayn- 
oópeĝða èv vepéAats els &mrrávrnoiv ToO 
Kupíou els &épa, kai ob Tus TÁVTOTE cuv 
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13 Caeterum nolo vos ignorare fra- 
tres, de iis qui obdormierunt, ne dole- 
atis, quemadmodum et caeteri non ha- 
bentes spem: nam si credimus quod 
Jesus mortuus est et resurrexit, sic et 
deus eos qui obdormierunt per Iesum, 
adducet cum illo. 5 Hoc enim vobis 
dicimus in verbo domini, quod nos 
qui viuemus et reliqui erimus in ad- 
uentum domini, nequaquam praeueni- 
emus eos qui dormiunt: quoniam 
ipse dominus cum hortatu et voce 
archangeli, ac tuba dei descendet de 
coelo, et mortui in Christo resurgent 
primum, "deinde nos qui viuemus, 
qui reliqui erimus simul cum illis 
raplemur in nubibus in occursum 
domini in aera: et sic semper cum 


13 Aurrno8e A-C: Aurmreic0e DE | 16 xpiotw B-E: xpicow A | 17 kupiou B-E: kvpiou A | 


alt. ouv B-E: onv A 


13 obdormierunt B-E: dormiunt A | 


14 obdormierunt per lesum, B-E: dormiunt, per 


lesum | 15 viuemus B-E: viuimus A | reliqui erimus B-E: relinguimur A | 16 cum B-E; 
ind | acB-E:etinA | 17 viuemus B-E: viuimus | reliqui erimus B-E: relinquimur 4 


alternative rendering, without mentioning that 
this was the wording of Valla Annot. and Le- 
févre. He also concedes that unõevós can equally 
refer to a person or a thing. Ambrosiaster had 
nullius desiderium sit vobis, and Manetti nullius 
egestatem babeatis. 


13 Caeterum nolo Où Otw Sé (“Nolumus 
autem” Vg.), Erasmus took @éAw from cod. 
2817, supported by cod. 1 and some other late 
mss. The Vulgate followed a text having 0£Ao- 
uev for 8£Ac, in company with #4 N A B 
D F G and most other mss., including codd. 
2105, 2815, 2816. The less well attested reading, 
which Erasmus adopted, persisted in the Textus 
Receptus. For caeterum, see on Act. 6,2. Lefévre’s 
main rendering had just zolo, omitting autem, 
though in Comm., he reverted to the Vulgate 
wording. 


13 tts qui obdormierunt T&v kekowmuévoov ("dor- 
mientibus” Vg.; “iis qui dormiunt" 1516 Lat.). 
The Vulgate possibly reflects the substitution 
of the present participle, koiucouévow, as in 
codd. Ñ A B and a few other mss., though it 


has dormientium for «ekoiumuévow at 1 Cor. 
15,20. Erasmus' Greek text follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, along with 2105 and 2816, and also 
D (F G) and most other mss. (cod. 1 has r&v 
kekotpcopévoov). For obdormio, see on 1 Cor. 
15,6, and cf. Annot. The 1516 rendering re- 
sembled that of Ambrosiaster, bis qui dormiunt. 


13 ne iva ph (“vt non” Vg.). See on Job. 3,20. 
Erasmus’ rendering is the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster. 


13 doleatis Aumñoðe (“contristemini” Vg.). 
See on Joh. 16,20. The spelling Aurreice in 
1527-35 appears to have been an error of 
the printer, though it is also present in codd. 
A D% (cf. Aurreic9o1 in codd. F G). 


13 quemadmodum xa&cs (“sicut” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,13. Lefèvre made the same change. 


13 non habentes spem oi wh Exovtes Amia 
(“qui spem non habent" Vg). Erasmus is less 
accurate here, as he creates an ambiguity as to 
whether habentes is connected with doleatis or 
caeteri, though he follows the Greek word-order 
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more literally (cf. the omission of of by codd. 
F G). 

14 nam si & yap (“Si enim" Vg.). See on Job. 
3,34. Erasmus has the same wording as Ambro- 
siaster. 


14 sic oŭtws (“ita” Vg). See on Rom. 5,21. 
Erasmus's rendering again agrees with that of 
Ambrosiaster. Lefèvre put hunc in modum. 


14 eos qui obdormierunt Tous koumévros (“eos 
qui dormierunt” Vg.; "eos qui dormiunt" 1516 
Lat.). See on 1 Cor. 15,6, and Annot. on vs. 15, 
below. In vss. 13-14, the substitution of ob 
dormierunt for dormiunt in 1519 produces an 
inconsistency with vs. 15, where Erasmus retains 
dormiunt from his 1516 edition. In 1516, a 
difference of meaning further arises from his 
use of a comma before instead of after per 
lesum. In one of the mss. of Manetti's version 
(Pal. Lat. 45), the scribe incorrectly omitted eos. 
By a later correction, or rather falsification, the 
preceding word deus was altered to deiis (in turn 
copied as de iis by Urb. Lat. 6) instead of re- 
instating the missing eos. 

14 cum illo ov cute (“cum eo” Vg.). This 
change is partly for the sake of variety of style, 
in view of the use of eos earlier in the sentence. 
It also serves to make a more emphatic contrast 
with deus, rejecting the rendering secum, which 
was offered by Lefèvre: see Annot. 


15 quod &%1 ("quia" Vg.) See on loh. 1,20. 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change. 


15 nos qui viuemus et reliqui erimus fiueig ol 
Caves of trepiAeitrépevor ("nos qui viuimus, 
qui residui sumus" Vg; "nos qui viuimus et 
relinquimur" 1516). Erasmus' substitution of 
the future tense is based on the context, which 
refers to a future event, the second coming of 
Christ. Similar changes occur in vs. 17: see 
Annot. ad loc, The substitution of relinquimur, 
in 1516, is in conformity with the Vulgate 
rendering of trepiAeitréyevor in vs. 17. His 
replacement of the second qui by et is incon- 
sistent with his treatment of the same Greek 
phrase in vs. 17, where he retains the more 
literal qui. Manetti put os qui viuimus relicti, 
and Lefévre mos qui viuimus, qui relinquimur. 


15 in aduentum sis tiv mapouciav (“in ad- 
uentu" late Vg). Erasmus is more accurate 
here, restoring the earlier Vulgate rendering. 
See Annot. 


15 nequaquam où uh (^non" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 
8,13. 
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15 cos qui dormiunt tous kowmnBévras (“eos qui 
dormierunt" Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus objects 
to the perfect tense, dormierunt, on the grounds 
that it implies that those who have been asleep 
are now awake, even before the Lord's return. 
See on vs. 14, and also on 1 Cor. 15,6. 


16 cum... et... ac iv... tv... xad èv ("in .. 
et in... et in” Vg; “in... et... et in" 1516 Lat.). 
In Annot., Erasmus argues that èv pwvi} should 
be rendered by cum voce rather than et in voce, 
but his continuous Latin text adopts ef voce. 
The use of cum is introduced into the 1519 
rendering, but in a different position, leaving 
et voce unchanged. In 1519, Erasmus additionally 
treats the third instance of év as superfluous 
for the purpose of translation. For cum, see on 
Rom. 1,4, and for ac, see on Joh. 1,25. Manetti 
put im... et in... atque in, and Lefèvre in ... in 
~ et in. 


16 hortatu keen yon (“iussu” Vg.). This change 
is questionable. In the present context of raising 
the dead and seizing hold of those who are 
alive, a word of command seems more appro- 
priate than mere exhortation. Cf. Annot. 


16 in Christo tv XpicTÓ ("qui in Christo sunt" 
Vg.). The Vulgate addition of gui and sunt lacks 
explicit Greek ms. support other than codd. 
F G, which have oi év Xpioté. Lefèvre made 
the same change as Erasmus. Ambrosiaster and 
Manetti had qui mortui sunt in Christo in place 
of mortui qui in Christo sunt. 


16 primum Tpdtov ("primi" Vg.). The Vulgate 
corresponds with Tpóroi in codd. D* (F) G. 
See Annot. This change was anticipated by Ma- 
netti. The version of Lefévre had primo. 


17 nos qui viuemus, qui reliqui erimus peïs oi 
Geovtes, of TrepiAerrróuevoi ("nos qui viuimus, 
qui relinquimur" 1516 = Vg). See on vs. 15, 
and Annot. Cod. 2817 replaces eis of aves 
by oi Zévtes fiueis, along with a few other late 
mss. The rendering of Manetti was mos qui 
viuimus relicti, as in vs. 15. 


17 simul cum illis rapiemur &a ovv atrtois áp- 
Tray noóus8a ("simul rapiemur cum illis" Vg.). 
The Vulgate word-order lacks explicit support 
from Greek mss. In Annot., Erasmus suggested 
vna rather than simul. Manetti and Lefèvre 
both had simul cum ipsis rapiemur. 


17 in occursum domini cis &mávrnow ToU 
xupiou ("obuiam Christo" late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate use of Christo corresponds with the 
replacement of ToU kupiou by rà Xpiotd 
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Kupico &cóus8a. "jore trapaKaAcite 
&AMfjAous Èv Tois AÓyois ToUTO!s. 


Tepi SÈ Tõv x póvoo Kal TOv kodpów, 

&dSerpoi, oU xpelav éxete Ouiv ypa- 
peoa. ZavToi yàp óxpiBós oiBare STI 
Tiuépa kupiou, cos KAéTrT ns Èv vukri, ob Tes 
Épxeroi. ?óTav yàp Aéywory, Elprivn 
Kal &ooóAeia, TOTE adpvibios altois èp- 
fotatai óAe0pos, | otrep f| Siv TÅ èv 
yaotpi éxyovon, kal ot uf) Expuyworv. 
‘Gueis Sé, aSeA@oi, oùk gore Ev oKdTel, 
iva ^ pépa bas as KAÉTTNS kaTa- 
AGB. Sardvtes Gyeis viol pwTós tote, 
Kai vioi fiuépas: oùk éopiv vukrós o056 


5,2 nuepa C-E: n nuepa A B 


18 sermonibus B-E; in verbis 4 
5,3 praegnanti, nec B-E: pregnanti, et non A 


in codd. D* F G. In Erasmus' rendering, the 
substitution of in occursum for obuiam also 
occurs at Mt. 8,34; 25,1. However, he retains 
obuiam for &mavtnois and Umrávrmois at Mt. 
25,6 and Job. 12,13, respectively. See Annot. 
Both Manetti and Lefèvre had obuiam domino, 
as in the earlier Vulgate, though Lefévre Comm. 
gave in occursum domino as an alternative. 


18 Proinde ®ote (“Itaque” Vg.). See on Act. 
11,17. Lefèvre put Quare. 


18 consolemini "vapakaAeire (“consolamini” 
Vg.). See on Job. 6,27. 


18 vos mutuo &ANAous (“inuicem” Vg.). See 
on Job. 13,34. Lefèvre put vos inuicem in his 
translation, but also offered vos mutuo as an 
alternative in Comm. 

18 sermonibus bis tv tois Aóyois Tovrois (“in 
verbis istis" Vg; "in verbis his” 1516). For 
Erasmus’ omission of in, see on Job. 1,26. For 
sermo, see on Job. 1,1, and for the avoidance of 
iste, see on Act. 7,4. In Annot., Erasmus records 
a textual variant, adding to mveUparros after 
towtois, which occurs in a few late mss., 
though not in cod. 69 or the mss. at Basle. 
Lefévre put in his sermonibus. 


.5,1 Porro de temporibus epi 68 TÓv Xpóvow 


(“De temporibus autem" Vg.). See on Job. 8,16. 
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domino erimus. Proinde console- 
mini vos mutuo sermonibus his. 


Porro de temporibus et articulis 

temporum, fratres, non est opus vt 
vobis scribam. ?Ipsi enim plane scitis, 
quod dies ille domini, vt fur in nocte, 
ita venturus sit. *Quum enim dixe- 
rint, Pax, et tuta omnia: tunc repen- 
tinus eis imminet interitus, | sicuti 
dolor partus mulieri praegnanti, nec 
effugient. *At vos fratres, non estis in 
tenebris, vt dies ille vos tanquam fur 
opprimat. Omnes vos filii lucis estis, 
ac filii diei: non sumus noctis, neque 


| 5 ac B-E:etA | diei 4-D: dei E 


1 articulis temporum t&v Kaipdv ("momentis" 
Vg.). See on Act. 1,7, and Annot. The rendering 
of Manetti was occasionibus. 


1 est opus ypeiav Éxere (“indigetis” Vg.). See 
on Job. 13,10. In removing the second person 
plural, Erasmus' translation is less literal. Lefévre 
put opus babetis. 


1 vt vobis scribam Uyiv ypáqeo9o (“vt scriba- 
mus vobis" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order corre- 
sponds with ToU ypágeo9o1 Uyiv in cod. N *, 
or just ypáqso9on Upiv in N 9" and a few later 
mss. The use of a singular or plural verb is 
unaffected by the Greek text. To retain the 
impersonal character of the Greek infinitive, 
it would alternatively have been possible to 
translate this by vt quisquam vobis scribat. See 
on 1 Thess. 4,9. Manetti and Lefévre both had 
vt scribatur vobis. 


2 plane &xpipós (“diligenter” Vg.). Erasmus 
perceived that diligenter was an unsuitable adverb 
to accompany scio. Something can be known 
accurately or fully, but not “diligently” or 
"carefully". In Annot., Erasmus also suggests 
exacte or ad plenum. A good idiomatic alternative 
to these would have been certo, which he used 
at Act. 24,22 (1519). The version of Lefévre put 
ad amussim. 
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2 quod .. venturus sit ÒT ... Epyetan (“quia 
... veniet" Vg.). See on Joh. 1,20. Manetti and 
Lefévre put quod ... veniet. 


2 dies ille siuépa: ("dies" Vg.). The omission 
of f| before fju£pa, in 1522-35, is supported 
by codd. N B D F G and a few other mss. In 
1516-19, Erasmus had fj pépa, as in codd. 
2815 and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, as 
well as cod. A and most later mss. The insertion 
of ille was an attempt to represent the Greek 
article, emphasising the uniqueness and finality 
of the “day of the Lord". The fact that Erasmus 
retained ¿lle in 1522-35 may indicate that the 
omission of fj was unintentional. 


2 vt as (“sicut” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,21. Eras- 
mus had the same word as Ambrosiaster. Lefévre 
put tanquam. 


3 tuta omnia &opéħsia (“securitas” Vg.). In 
converting noun to adjective, and in adding 
omnia, Erasmus resorts to paraphrase, so as to 
convey the meaning more clearly. The Vulgate 
word securitas is ambiguous, as it can mean a 
feeling of assurance or calmness, and not just 
the abstract concept of "safety". See Annot. 


3 repentinus. oipvibicos. This Greek reading, 
substituting adverb for adjective, was not derived 
from any of Erasmus' Basle mss., and may have 
originated as an arbitrary correction or even a 
typesetter's error, as it is in conflict with the 
parallel Latin text. Most mss. have aigvíBios, 
and this was the spelling which Erasmus retained 
at Lc. 21,34. 


3 imminet ipio voran ("superueniet" Vg.). This 
change was in accordance with Vulgate usage 
at Act. 28,2. In a similar context at Lc. 21,34, 
Erasmus replaces superuenio with ingruo, in ren- 
dering émicTfj. He retains superuenio for the 
same Greek verb at Lc. 2,38; Act. 4,1; 23,27. See 
Annot. 


3 sicuti Goo rep (“sicut” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 
Lefévre put quemadmodum. 


3 dolor partus $4 cobiv (“dolor” Vg.). Erasmus 
adds partus to express more precisely the sense 
of the Greek word, which refers to the birth- 
pangs of a pregnant woman. In Annot., he cites 
this rendering from “Ambrose” (i.e. Ambrosias- 
ter). The same change was also made by Lefévre. 


3 mulieri praegnanti vi) tv yaotpl Exovon 
(“in vtero habentis" late Vg.). A similar substi- 
tution of praegnans (or pregnans in 1516) occurs 
at Mt. 1,23, in accordance with Vulgate usage 
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at Mt. 24,19; Mc. 13,17; Lc. 21,23. At Mt. 1,18, 
Erasmus prefers grauida. At Ap. Iob. 12,2, he 
inconsistently retains in vtero babens. In Annot., 
he again cites "Ambrose" as his source (i.e. Am- 
brosiaster, who had just praegnanti without 
mulieri). Cod. 2817 has the incorrect spelling 
tyyaotpi for tv yaotpl, together with a few 
other late mss. The version of Manetti had par- 
turientis, and Lefèvre parturienti. 


3 nec xoà où ph ("et non” 1516 = Vg). See 
on Job. 2,16. Lefèvre put et nequaquam. 


4 At vos Sysis Sé ("Vos autem" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 1,26. 


4 oux. Cod. 2815 had ovxétt, together with a 
few other late mss. 


4 dies ille vos 4 hepa úpãs (“vos dies ille" Vg.). 
The Vulgate corresponds with ópás f| ńuépa, 
found in codd. A D and a few later mss., or 
Opás fj uépa éxeivn in codd. F G. The version 
of Lefèvre put dies illa vos, and Manetti dies nos. 


4 opprimat xatoA&Bn (“comprehendat” Vg.). 
See on 1 Thess. 4,6. At Job. 1,5, Erasmus preferred 
apprebendo, and at Iob. 12,35, occupo, in rendering 
the same Greek verb (both in 1519): see ad loc. 
Lefévre put deprebendat. 


5 Omnes wévtes ("Omnes enim” Vg.). The Vul- 
gate reflects the addition of yáp, as in codd. 
N A B D F G and some other mss. Erasmus 
follows codd. 2815 and 2817, with 1, 2105, 
2816 and most other late mss. Both Manetti 
and Lefévre likewise deleted enim, though Lefévre 
had the word-order vos omnes. 


5 ac xai ("et" 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


5 diet fuépas (“dei” 1535 Lat) The 1535 
spelling, which completely alters the meaning 
(“of God” rather than “of the day”), arose from 
a printer’s error, omitting one letter. The same 
error is seen in some mss. of the Vulgate. 


5 sumus topév (“estis” Annot., lemma = some 
Vg. mss.). The Vulgate lemma in Aznot. seems 
to have been derived from Valla Annot. Further, 
Valla is the only authority which Erasmus cites 
in support of the reading éopév, though it 
is attested by all his Basle mss. The reading 
estis, which occurs in some Vulgate mss., arose 
through the influence of the Old Latin ver- 
sion and corresponds with eté in cod. D* 
(cf. toro in codd. F G). Erasmus’ rendering 
is in agreement with most Vulgate mss., and 
was favoured by Valla Annot., Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 
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oxórous.  $ápa oUv pt KabevSconev, 
ws Kal of Aormoí, &AA& yprnyopdapev 
Kai vigepev. — "oi yap KaGevdov- 
TES, vuKTOS KabeUSouoT Kal of pebu- 
oKoyevol, vukrós petiouciv. — * fusis 
St fjuépag Svtes, vüjpopntv, tvBucá- 
uevoi Ocpaka miotews Kol &YáTNS, 
Kal trepixepadaiav Amia owTnpias. 
?óm otK Beto Huds ó Beds eis òp- 
yt, GAA’ eis meprmoíncoiv owtnpias 
Sik ToU kupíou fuv “Incot Xpic ToU, 
to démo8avóvros Utrtp fjuw, iva 
eite ypnyopóuev cite koOeuBoouev, &pa 
cUv aùTt® howpev. Siò mapaka- 
Asite &AMAous, koi olkoBopeire els 
tov Eva, KaOds Kal moete. 
2’Fowtdpev 5& Uyds, &beAqoi, el- 
Sévat Tots KoTIdvtTas iv Upiv, Kal 
mpoiotapévous ÜOpdv v xKupio, kai 
vouOeroÜvrag pds, Beal tyyeiobe 
auTous Utrepektrepicoot èv dydtry 
Six TO Epyov  aüróv elpnvevete 
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tenebrarum. Proinde ne dormiamus, 
sicut et caeteri, sed vigilemus et sobrii 
simus. ^Nam qui dormiunt, nocte 
dormiunt, et qui inebriantur, noctu 
sunt ebrii: *at nos qui sumus diei, 
sobrii simus, induti thoracem fidei 
et charitatis, et pro galea spem salu- 
tis. *Quoniam non constituit nos 
deus, vt iram nobis concitemus, sed 
vt salutem consequamur per domi- 
num nostrum Iesum Christum, "qui 
mortuus est pro nobis, vt siue vigile- 
mus siue dormiamus, simul cum illo 
viuamus. "Quapropter adhortemi- 
ni vos mutuo, et aedificetis singuli 
singulos, sicut et facitis. 

"Rogamus autem vos fratres, vt 
agnoscatis eos qui laborant inter vos, 
et qui praesunt vobis in domino, 
et admonent vos, "vt habeatis il- 
los in summo precio per charitatem 
propter opus illorum: pacem habete 


6 Aormoi A B-E: Avroi A* | 10 ko&euSouev 4 B D E: xadevBopev C | 13 nyeiode D E: 


nytic8o: A-C 


8 pro galea B-E: galeam 4 | 9 constituit B-E: posuit 4 | vt iram nobis concitemus B-E: 


in iram A | vt salutem consequamur B-E: in acquisitionem salutis 4 | 


12 inter vos B-E: 


in vobis 4 | 13 per charitatem B-E: in charitate A 


6 Proinde &pa obv ("Igitur" Vg.). See on Act. 
11,17. 


6 ne uh ("non" Vg.). See on lob. 3,7. 


7 Nam qui oi yép ("Qui enim" Vg). See on 
Tob. 3,34. Lefèvre made the same change. 


7 qui inebriantur oi peðuokópevoi ("qui ebrii 
sunt" Vg.). Erasmus seeks to preserve a small 
distinction of meaning between us&Uckouot 
and pe8Uo, the latter of which is rendered by 
sunt ebrii at the end of this verse. His wording 
is the same as that of Ambrosiaster. Manetti 
put qui ebrii sunt ... inebriantur (written as qui 
bebrii sunt ... inbebriantur in Pal. Lat. 45). Lefèvre 
had qui inebriantur ... inebriantur. 


7 noctu vuxtós (“nocte” Vg.). This change is 
for the sake of variety, in view of the use of 


nocte in the first part of the sentence. Similar 
substitutions of zoctu occur at Mt. 2,14; 1 Tim. 
5,5; 2 Tim. 1,3. 

7 sunt ebrii yedvovaiy ("ebrii sunt” Vg.). For 
Erasmus' occasional preference for an earlier 
position for sum, see on Rom. 2,27. Here the 
change of word-order restores the required em- 
phasis to noctu. He again has the same wording 
as Ambrosiaster. For the renderings of Manetti 
and Lefévre, see above. 


8 at nos fjueis 8€ ("Nos autem" Vg.). See on 
Iob. 1,20. 

8 qui sumus diei fjuépas évtes (“qui diei sumus" 
Vg). By changing the word-order, Erasmus 
shifts the emphasis to diei, heightening the 
contrast with noctu in the previous verse. The 
Vulgate is more literal. 
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8 thoracem ®apoxa ("loricam" Vg.). See on 
Eph. 6,14, and Annot. The rendering of Erasmus 
agreed with that of Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 
8 pro galea TrepixepaAaiav (“galeam” 1516 
= Vg.). This substitution clarifies the connec- 
tion between galea and spem salutis: see Annot. 


9 constituit eto (“posuit” 1516 — Vg). See 
on Job. 15,16. 


9 ut iram nobis concitemus els ópytv (“in iram" 
1516 = Vg). Erasmus paraphrases the sense, 
probably in order to prevent the misinterpreta- 
tion “to become angry". Lefévre put ad iram. 


9 ot salutem consequamur els reprrroinotv ow- 
Tnpías (“in acquisitionem salutis" 1516 = Vg.). 
Again Erasmus aims for greater clarity, by 
introducing a further verb. See the previous 
note. However, he retains in acquisitionem glo- 
riae for els rreprroínoiw 8d€ns at 2 Thess. 2,14, 
and iz acquisitionem animae for eis vreprrofnoiw 
wuyxfis at Hebr. 10,39. Lefèvre put ad for in, 
but otherwise followed the Vulgate. 


10 ypryopapev ... KadevSapev. Cod. 2815 
has ypnyopoŭpev ... kaðeúðopev, along with 
a few other late mss. In cod. 2105, it is ypnyo- 
põpev ... kaðeúSopev. However, the temporary 
change from kaðsúSwpev to kabewSouev in the 
1522 edition may have been inadvertent. 


11 Quapropter 814 ("Propter quod” Vg.). See on 
Act. 10,29. Lefévre made the same substitution. 


11 adbortemini vapokaAeire (“consolamini” 
Vg.). See on Act. 15,32 for adbortor, and on Tob. 
6,27 for Erasmus' preference for the subjunctive. 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre put exhortamini. 


11 vos mutuo &AAnAoVs (“inuicem” Vg). See 
on Job. 13,34. Lefèvre put vos inuicem. 


11 aedificetis o\koBoperte (“aedificate” Vg.). This 
use of the subjunctive was influenced by the 
previous substitution of adbortemini. See above. 


11 singuli singulos els tov éva (“alterutrum” 
Vg.). The Vulgate word, alterutrum, was only 
suitable for referring to two people. Since a 
greater number is clearly indicated by the 
context, a different expression was needed, See 
Annot. The rendering of Manetti put in vnum, 
and Lefévre ad vnum vsque (placed before aedi- 
ficate). 

12 agnoscatis eiSévai (“noueritis” Vg). The 
sense required by the context is "recognise" or 
"acknowledge" rather than merely “know” or 
“be acquainted with". Cf. on Job, 8,43. Lefèvre 
put sciatis. 
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12 inter vos èv Upiv ("in vobis" 1516). The 1516 
version was more literal, adopting the same 
wording as Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. In 1519, 
Erasmus reverted to the Vulgate wording. For 
his frequent use of inter for iv, see on Job. 
15,24. 


12 qui praesunt Tpoiotapévous (“praesunt” Vg.). 
Erasmus’ insertion of qui was perhaps intended 
merely as an elegant refinement, in setting 
forth a list of items. However, it could be mis- 
understood as introducing a second category of 
persons, implying that those who "toiled" were 
not the same as those who exercised leadership. 
In the Greek, there is no such distinction. One 
ms. of Manetti's version (Urb, Lat. 6) incorrectly 
had prosunt (caused by the similarity to presunt). 


12 admonent vovetotvtas ("monent" Vg.) 
See on Rom. 15,14. Manetti made the same 
change, while Lefèvre put gui admonent. 


13 vt habeatis kai fjy&ic0e. Erasmus follows the 
Vulgate in leaving kai untranslated (cf. the 
substitution of ics for kal in codd. F G). In 
his Greek text of 1516-22, he had the infinitive 
fiysio9a, following cod. 2815, together with 
cod. 2816 and most other mss., commencing 
with N A D F G, for which habeatis was an 
accurate translation. In 1527-35, the change to 
the imperative, fiy£ic8e, brought the Greek text 
into conformity with Annot, in which that 
reading was used from 1516 onwards, following 
cod. 2817, in company with 1 and 2105, as well 
as cod. B and many later mss. However, it is 
possible that the substitution of tyyeicGe in 
the 1527-35 text was not intended by Erasmus, 
as his Latin rendering remained unaltered and 
was more suited to fjy£ic8ou. Manetti had vt 
existimetis, and Lefèvre et vt reputetis. 


13 in summo precio “TrepextrepicooU (“abun- 
dantius" Vg.). Erasmus finds a more vigorous 
alternative to the Vulgate word. For his avoid- 
ance of abundantius elsewhere, see on 2 Cor. 
7,13. See also Annot. The version of Manetti 
was superabundanter. Lefèvre had superabundanti- 
ort in his main rendering (to agree with dilectione), 
and superabundantius in Comm. 


13 per charitatem tv &yé&mt ("in charitate" 
1516 - Vg). See on Rom. 1,17, and Annot. 
In Lefévre’s version, this was rendered by in 
dilectione. 


13 pacem habete cipnvevete ("et pacem habete" 
late Vg.). The late Vulgate corresponds with xoi 
elonvevete in cod. N*, but otherwise lacks 
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iv attois. "mapakañoŬŭpev 5è Upds, 
&SeApoi, vouSeteite Tous ÅTÓKTOUS, 
Trapanubeiobe trols SAryowyous, a&vT- 
£yso0E TOv  &oOtvOv, paKpobupeite 
Tpós Tré&vras. óp&re, uf] Tis kakòv 
&vTl KakoU Tivi &tro8, &AA& TrávTo- 
T€ TO &yaOóv Bickere, Kal eis &AAn- 
Aous Koi eis Trávras. "TávroTe xal- 
pere, '7 &BioelrrToos TreocevyecGe, "èv 
mavti eUxapicOf|re. ToUTo yàp ÉAN- 
Ma 8:00 èv Xpiotd 'Iooí eis óuós. 
97d mveðpa uf) ofévvure.  trpogn- 
Tlas wt) é£ouOsveire. A ardvta Sok- 
udZete> TO kañòv karéyere. 7 ómó 
Travtos eiSous TrovnpoU d&tréxecbe. 


13 autos B-E: exutois A | 15 un Tis 
18 evyapioOnte D E: evyapioGerte A-C 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


cum ills. “Obsecramus autem vos 
fratres, monete inordinatos, consola- 
mini pusillanimes, subleuate infirmos, 
patientes estote erga omneis. Videte, 
ne quis malum pro malo cuipiam red- 
dat, sed semper quod bonum est secte- 
mini, tum erga vos inuicem, tum erga 
omneis. ‘Semper gaudete, "indesi- 
nenter orate, "in omnibus gratias 
agite. Haec enim est voluntas dei per 
Christum Iesum erga vos. Spiritum 
ne extinguatis, Pprophetias ne asper- 
nemini. ? Omnia probate: quod bo- 
num fuerit, tenete. 2Ab omni specie 
mala abstinete. 


B-E: yy A | amo6o B-E: amoSo A | 


14 patientes B-E: longanimes 4 | 15 sectemini B-E: sectamini A | prius tum B-E: et A | 
alt. tum B-E: et A | 18 per Christum Iesum B-E: in Christo Iesu Æ | 20 aspernemini B-E: 


aspernamini 4 


Greek ms. support. See Annot, Erasmus’ correc- 
tion produces agreement with the earlier Vul- 
gate and Ambrosiaster. The rendering of Lefèvre 
was pacifici estote, omitting et. 


13 cum illis tv aùtoïs (“cum eis" Vg. The 
1516 Greek text, in conflict with the accom- 
panying Latin version, had év éavutois, attested 
by cod. 2817, together with 1, 3, 2105, 2816 
and most other mss., commencing with A B 
Derr (i.e. “among yourselves” rather than “with 
them"). In 1519, Erasmus adopted tv aùTtoîs, 
as found in cod. 2815, and also in 39? N D* 
F G and many other mss. In Annot., he cited 
both readings. The substitution of ¿llis for eis 
brought consistency with ¿os and illorum earlier 
in the verse. Manetti had eos ... ipsorum ... cum 
eis, and Lefèvre eos ... eorum ... erga eos. 


14 Obsecramus vrapoovoUusv ("Rogamus" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 16,17. Lefévre made the same 
change. Manetti put Quesumus (= Quaesumus). 


14 monete vouOereire (“corripite” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 15,14. In Annot., Erasmus suggests admo- 
nete, which would have been more consistent 


with his rendering of the same Greek verb in 
vs. 12, and which was also recommended by 
Valla Annot. and Lefévre. 


14 inordinatos Tous &ráxrous (“inquietos” Vg.). 
Erasmus is more precise here. Similarly he sub- 
stitutes inordinate gero for inquietus sum in render- 
ing &rakréo at 2 Thess. 3,7, and inordinate for 
inquiete in rendering &té&Ktws at 2 Thess. 3,11, 
in accordance with Vulgate usage at 2 Thess. 3,6. 
See Annot. The same change was proposed by 
Valla Annot., Manetti and Lefèvre. 

14 subleuate àvrtéyeoðe (“suscipite” Vg.). Eras- 
mus wanted to clarify the meaning of this 
verb, as an exhortation to support and assist 
the weak, and not merely to "receive" them. See 
Annot. The rendering of Lefévre was subuenite. 
14 patientes estote poxpobupelte ("longanimes 
estote" 1516). See on 1 Cor. 13,4, and Annot. 
The version of Manetti had tollerate (sic), omitting 
the following preposition. 

14 erga mpos (“ad” Vg). See on Act. 3,25. 
Lefévre made the same substitution. For Ma- 
netti's version, see the previous note. 


EPISTOLA AD THESSALONICENSES 


14 omneis wavtas (“omnes” Vg.). For Erasmus’ 
use of omneis, see on 2 Cor. 2,5. The same 
change occurs in vss. 15 and 26, below. 


15 uf tis. In 1516, Erasmus’ text had utri, 
as in cod. 2817. Virtually all other mss. have 
pf Tis. 

15 cuipiam wi (“alicui” Vg.). See on Ioh. 6,7. 
Manetti and Lefèvre Comm. had cuiquam (the 
word was mistakenly omitted from Lefévre’s 
main rendering). 


15 &mobó. The spelling &rrc5ó, in 1516, is 
nothing more than a printer's error. 


15 sectemini Bwokere ("sectamini" 1516 = Vg.). 
See on Iob. 6,27. Manetti had sequimini, and 
Lefévre prosequimini. 

15 tum ... tum kal ... Kat (“... et” late Vg; “et 
... et” 1516 = Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate, possibly 
under the influence of the Old Latin version, 
may reflect the omission of the first Kai, as 
in codd. N* A D F G and a few later mss., 
including cod. 2105. Erasmus follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2816 and most 
other mss., commencing with ° N * B, For 
the use of tum .. tum, see on lob. 11,48. 
Erasmus' 1516 rendering agreed with the earlier 
Vulgate, Manetti and Lefévre. 


15 erga (twice) els (“in” Vg.). See on Act. 3,25. 
Manetti omitted the first iz, before inuicem. 
Lefèvre put ad ... ad. 


15 vos inuicem &AAous ("inuicem" Vg.). See 
on Iob. 4,33. 


15 omneis wévtas (“omnes” Vg.). See on vs. 14, 
above, and also on 2 Cor. 2,5. 


17 indesinenter &BicAcitrtws (“sine intermis- 
sione" Vg). See on Rom. 1,9. Lefèvre put 
assidue. 


18 evyapioSite. This spelling, in 1527-35, 
represents a misconceived attempt to correct 
the earlier error of the 1516-22 editions, which 
had evyapiobeite. What Erasmus should have 
put was evyapioteite, as found in the mss. 
available to him at Basle, as well as in most 
other mss. 


18 enim est yap (“est enim" late Vg). The 
position of est is unaffected by the Greek text, 
which lacks a verb. Manetti made the same 
change. In Lefévre's version, the sentence began 
with Nam baec est. 


18 per Christum lesum tv Xpiot& "Inoo0 (“in 
Christo Iesu" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 
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18 erga els (“in” Vg.). See on Act. 3,25. Lefèvre 
put ad. 


18 vos Gyds ("omnibus vobis" Vg.). In company 
with a few other late mss., cod. 2815 substitutes 
fip&c. Erasmus is more accurate in using the 
accusative. The Vulgate addition of omnibus 
lacks Greek ms. support. See Annot. The same 
correction was made by Lefévre. Ambrosiaster 
(1492) had just vobis. 


19 ne extinguatis wt) oévvuTe ("nolite ex- 
tinguere" Vg.). See on Rom. 11,18. Manetti put 
ne extinguite. 

20 tpopntias. Most mss., including those at 
Basle, had trpognyteias. Since Erasmus retained 
the spelling -&a- at all other instances of this 
word, the present passage may have been affected 
by a printer's error. 


20 ne aspernemini uù E&ouOeveive (nolite sper- 
nere" Vg.; "ne aspernamini" 1516). See again 
on Rom. 11,18 for the removal of nolo. The 
substitution of aspermor for sperno may have 
been intended to produce a more precise ren- 
dering of the Greek prefix é€-, though Erasmus 
retains sperno for the same Greek verb at Le. 
23,11; 1 Cor. 16,11. Manetti put ze spernite, and 
Lefèvre nolite contemnere. 


21 Omnia mávra (“Omnia autem" Vg.). The 
Vulgate addition of autem reflects a Greek text 
having Trávra Bé, as in codd. N°" BD F G 
and many other mss., among which were codd. 
1, 2105, 2815, 2816. Erasmus here follows cod. 
2817, supported by N * A and many later mss. 
In Annot., he says that autem (or 56) is not 
added by "the Greeks", ignoring the fact that 
it is present in most of his Basle mss. The 
version of Manetti put omnia vero. 


21 probate SoxipdGete. Codd. 1, 2105*, 2815 
have SoxipdGovtes, as in many other late 
mss. 


21 quod bonum fuerit Tò Kañóv ("quod bonum 
est” Vg.). Erasmus’ use of the future perfect 
tense is an elegant refinement, unaffected by 
the Greek text, which has no corresponding 
verb. In vs. 15, however, he retains quod bonum 
est for TÒ &yaðóv, although it is similarly fol- 
lowed by a command. Lefèvre had just bonum 
(at both passages). 


22 abstinete &méyeoðe (“abstinete vos" Vg.) 
The Vulgate addition of vos lacks explicit sup- 
port from Greek mss. See Annot. Both Manetti 
and Lefévre made the same correction. 
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9 Autos 5E ó Beds Ts elprjvng &yiá- 
cai Uds GAoTEAEIS: Kai SAGKATPOV UV 
TO trvelpa, Kal fj wuyrj, Kal TO cópa 
é&péurrTOos Ev Ti Trapoucía tot Kupiou 
Adv 'Inoot Xpic ToU thpnbein. ?* miotds 
Ó KaAdv Ugàs, ós kai moos. 

?5 ABEA ol, Tpocevyecbe mepi fjuóv. 
% &erácac8e Tous &5eApoUs Trávras èv 
giAfjparri &yíc. 7 ópkičw Op&s tov kúpi- 
ov, ávayvoo81|jvai Thy &rioToM|v Tráci 
Tois &ylois &GeAgois. ?5 4 xápis ToU Kupiou 
næv Inco’ Xpic oU ped” Gudv. &uhv. 

TIpds GecooAovikeis Trpo»rn, 
typaon ard A0nvóv. 


27 avayvwobnva C-E: avayvednva A B 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


3 Ipse autem deus pacis sanctificet 
vOs totos: et integer vester spiritus, et 
anima et corpus, ita vt in nullo possi- 
tis culpari, in aduentu domini nostri 
Iesu Christi seruetur. ^ Fidelis est qui 
vocauit vos, qui idem efficiet. 

? Fratres, orate pro nobis. % Salu- 
tate fratres omneis cum osculo sancto. 
7 Adiuro vos per dominum, vt reci- 
tetur haec epistola omnibus sanctis 
fratribus. ? Gratia domini nostri Iesu 
Christi sit vobiscum. 


Ad Thessalonicenses prima, 
scripta fuit ex Athenis. 


24 vocauit B-E: vocat A | idem efficiet B-E: et faciet Æ | 26 cum B-E:inA | 27 recite- 
tur B-E: legatur A | 28 vobiscum D E: vobiscum. Amen 4-C 


Subscriptio Ad Thessalonicenses prima B-E: om. A 


23 totos dAoteAgis (“per omnia" Vg.). The sense 
of the Greek word is "whole" or "complete": 
cf. Annot., where Erasmus expands the sense as 
per omnia perfectos, based on Jerome Epist. 120, 
Ad Hedybiam (CSEL 55, p. 512). Manetti tried 
omnino ac perfecte, and Lefèvre omnino consumatos 
(for consummatos). 

23 et (1st.) kal ("vt" late Vg.). The late Vulgate 
use of wt is probably a scribal change from et, 
which was the earlier Vulgate reading. Valla 
Annot. and Lefévre made the same correction 
as Erasmus. 

23 vester spiritus Gudv TO Trveua ("spiritus 
vester" Vg.). Erasmus' rendering is closer to the 
Greek word-order. 

23 ita vt in nullo possitis culpari &uéyrrTOos 
(“sine querela" Vg). See on Phil. 2,15. In 
Annot., Erasmus offered irreprehensibiliter as 
the literal meaning, though this word did 
not occur in classical usage. Lefévre put sine 
reprachensione. 

24 qui vocauit 5 Kaddv (“qui vocat" 1516). 
Erasmus' 1516 rendering is more literal, agreeing 
with the version of Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre. 
24 ös. Cod. 2817 omits this word, which is 
present in most other mss. 

24 idem xai (“etiam” Vg; “et” 1516). Erasmus, 
in 1519, felt the need to supply an object for 
the verb by substituting a pronoun, for the sake 


of clarity. Ambrosiaster and Lefévre had the 
same rendering as Erasmus' 1516 edition. 

24 efficiet momosi (“faciet” 1516 = Vg.). See 
on Act. 3,12. 

26 omneis téevtas (“omnes” Vg.). See on vs. 14, 
above, and also on 2 Cor. 2,5. 

26 cum èv (“in” 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 1,4. 
27 recitetur. &vayvwoðňvai (“legatur” 1516 
= Vg.). See on Col. 4,16. The spelling évayvoo- 
Əñva in 1516-19 is another printer's error. 
27 baec epistola thy EmotoAty ("epistola haec" 
late Vg. and many Vg. mss.). The word haec is 
not a literal translation of the Greek article, but 
is implied by the context. See Annot. The Latin 
word-order of Erasmus follows that of the 
Greek text. Manetti and Lefèvre omitted haec. 
28 sit vobiscum pe? Opdv. &utv (vobiscum. 
Amen" Vg.; "sit vobiscum. Amen” 1516-22). 
For the addition of sit, see on Rom. 1,20. The 
omission of Amen in 1527-35 was probably 
unintentional as it produces an inconsistency 
with the accompanying Greck text. Erasmus 
retains Amen at the end of all the other Pauline 
epistles. As it happens, Amen was omitted at 
this point by Ambrosiaster, with support from 
codd. B D* F Gand a few other mss. The Greek 
text of Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
together with 1, 2105, 2816 and most other 
mss., commencing with $ A De", 
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ITPOZ 
OEZZAAONIKEIZ 
EITIZTOAH AEYTEPA 


TlatAos koi 2i1Aovavóg Kai Tiuó- 

Geos TH &kAnoí« OecoaAovikéwv, 
év Oe tratpi tdv Kai kupiw ‘Inoot 
Xpiote Zydpis piv kal eiprhvn &rró 
Geo Tratpds fjudv Kal kupiou “Incot 
Xpic ToO. 

3Etyapioteiv  ógeíAousv T Oecd 
TávToTE mepi Opów, d&deAgoi, Kabds 
&&óv éotiv, Sti UTrepavEdver f| Tríomis 
Uydv, Kol TÀeováGe f| é&yómm évds 
éxdotou TrÁávrov Updv eis &AAHAOUS, 


EPISTOLA PAVLI 
AD THESSALONICENSES 
SECVNDA 


Paulus et Siluanus ac Timotheus 

ecclesiae  Thessalonicensium, in 
deo patre nostro et domino lesu 
Christo:  ?gratia sit vobis et pax 
a deo patre nostro et domino Iesu 
Christo. 

*Gratias agere debemus deo sem- 
per de vobis, fratres, vt par est 
quod vehementer augescit fides ve- 
stra, et exuberat mutua vestra om- 
nium charitas, cuiusque in alterum, 


Inscriptio mpos C-E: mtpos tous AB | 1,1 ypiotw B-E: ypiow A 


Inscriptio EPISTOLA ... SECVNDA B C E: AD THESSALONICENSES EPISTOLA SECVNDA 4, 
ERASMI VERSIO D | 1,1 Siluanus ac B-E: Syluanus, et A 


1,1 ac xai ("et" 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 
Manetti made the same change. 

2 gratia sit y&pts (“gratia” Vg.). Erasmus adds 
a verb, to complete the sentence structure. 

3 deo semper 16) 9e Trávrore ("semper deo” 
late Vg.). Erasmus is more literal as to the word- 
order, agreeing with the earlier Vulgate, Ambro- 
siaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


3 de mepi ("pro" Vg). See on Rom. 14,12. 
Erasmus’ rendering is the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster. 


3 vt kaðws ("ita vt" Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 15,38. 
The same change was made by Lefévre. Ambro- 
siaster and Manetti had sicut. 


3 par &&tov ("dignum" Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus 
argues that vt par est is more common in Latin 
idiom. He may also have had in mind that, in 
vs. 5, dignus is used in a different sense in 
rendering korra£ic8fjvon. Cf. on 1 Cor. 16,4, 
where he preferred to make use of operae 
precium. 


3 quod &i (*quoniam" Vg.). See on loh. 1,20. 
Lefévre made the same change. 


3 vehementer augescit UTepov§aver (“super- 
crescit" Vg.). Cf. Erasmus’ substitution of ve 
hementer exundo for superabundo in rendering 
Utreptrepiogevopar at 2 Cor. 7,4. In Annot., 
he suggests that the prefix Utrep- conveys em- 
phasis or intensity, without having any impli- 
cation that the faith of the Thessalonians was 
superior to the faith of other Christians. Lefèvre 
put adaugetur. 


3 exuberat mAeovátei (“abundat” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 3,7. Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre had multi- 
plicatur. In one ms. of Manetti's version (Urb. 
Lat. 6), the subjunctive abundet was incorrectly 
substituted. 


3 mutua vestra omnium charitas, cutusque in alte- 
rum 1| &yá&rm vòs Ek&cTou TrávTov Üpóv 
els GAATAous ("charitas vniuscuiusque vestrum 
in inuicem" late Vg. and some Vg. mss.). The 
Vulgate is more literal as to the word-order. In 
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1 Sorte tds avrous £v Upliv kavyãoðai èv 
Tats exkAnoiais ToU G00, Utrép Tis UTro- 
povrjs Uudv Kal trioteos, v Tr&c1 TOS 
Siwy pois Upoov Kal Talis BAiweow ais &v- 
txeoGe, SévSerypa Ts Sikaias kploscos 
TOU O00, els TO KaTAEwbijvor Was Tis 
Baorsias ToU coU, UTtép ñs xod Tráoyere. 
S citrep Sikaiov Tapa bed, &vrorroBoÜvod 
Tois 6Aipouciv Op&s, GAiwiv, 7 Kad Gpiv 
Tois BA1Bopévois &veciv ped’ fiu, &v TH 
&rrokoA yer TOU Kupíou "Ingo àT oùpa- 
vou, eT’ &yyyéAcov Suvdpews aùToŬ, *év 
Trupi pàoyós, 815ÓvTos éxBixnow Tois pi] 
eiSdo1 Gedy, xai Tois p UrrakoUouci TÓ 
evayyeAloo ToU Kupiou fydv 'InooU Xpi- 
cToU* ?ofmwes Sikny Tícouoiv, GAeüpov 
aidviov, é&rró Trpoocorrou ToU kupíov Kai 


7 nuov A B D E: upoov C 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


^adeo vt nos ipsi de vobis gloriemur 
in ecclesiis dei, de tolerantia vestra et 
fide super omnibus persequutionibus 
vestris et afflictionibus quas sustinetis, 
5documentum iusti iudicii dei, in hoc 
vt digni habeamini regno dei, pro quo 
et patimini. Siquidem iustum est 
apud deum, reddere iis qui affligunt 
vos, afflictionem, "et vobis qui affli- 
gimini relaxationem nobiscum, quum 
reuelabitur dominus lesus de coelo, 
cum angelis potentiae suae, cum in- 
cendio flammae, qui infligit vltionem 
iis qui non nouerunt deum, et qui 
non obediunt euangelio domini nostri 
Iesu Christ: ?qui poenam luent, in- 
teritum aeternum, a facie domini, et 


4 prius de B-E:in A | super B-E:in A | 8 cum B-E:inA | infligit B-E: dat 4 


omitting omnium, the late Vulgate has little 
support from Greek mss. See Annot. For mutua, 
see on Job. 13,34. Manetti put caritas uniuscuiusque 
omnium vestrum inuicem (though inuicem was 
omitted by Urb. Lat. 6). Lefévre had vestrum 
omnium cuiusque adinuicem dilectio. 


4 adeo vt ore (“ita vt” Vg.). See on Rom. 7,6 
for adeo vt. Lefévre put Quare. 


4 nos ipsi has adtous (“et nos ipsi" Vg.) 
The Vulgate addition of et lacks support from 
Greek mss. Erasmus' correction agrees with the 
wording of some Vulgate mss., Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefévre. 


4 de (1st.) &v (“in” 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 
2,23. 

4 de (2nd.) &mép (“pro” Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 
5,12. 

4 tolerantia fis UTropoviis (“patientia” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 2,4. 


4 super omnibus tv w&o. (“in omnibus" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Act. 3,10. 


4 afflictionibus taş yeo (“tribulationibus” 
Vg.). See on Job. 16,21. Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre 
had pressuris. 


5 documentum čvõsrypa (“in exemplum" Vg.). 
Erasmus wished to avoid exemplum, in case it 
might be understood in the sense of a pattern 
which should be imitated. In the present context, 
he thought that évSeryya meant a manifestation, 
i.e. of the nature of divine justice. He further 
considered that évSeryya should be treated as 
a nominative, and that the preposition i» was 
therefore not required. See Annot., where Eras- 
mus offers ostensto, specimen, or declaratio, as al- 
ternatives for exemplum. See also on 2 Cor. 8,24. 
Valla Annot. suggested ostensio, specimen, or indici- 
um. The last of these, indicium, was adopted by 
Lefèvre. Both Valla and Lefèvre omitted iz. 

5 in boc vt els tó ("vt^ Vg.). See on Rom. 1,20. 
Erasmus has the same rendering as Ambrosiaster. 
Both mss. of Manetti's version replaced vt by 
et, possibly through a scribal error. 


5 regno Ti\s BaciAeíos (“in regno" late Vg. and 
some Vg. mss.). The addition of ix is redundant, 
as indicated in Annot. The correction made by 
Erasmus is in agreement with some mss. of the 
earlier Vulgate, and with the versions of Ambro- 
siaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


6 Siquidem mep ("Si tamen" Vg). See on 
Rom. 8,9, and Annot. Once again Erasmus has 


EPISTOLA AD THESSALONICENSES 


the same wording as Ambrosiaster. The ren- 
dering of Lefévre was Certe. 


6 reddere &vvocroBoUvoa (“retribuere” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 11,35. Lefèvre had retribui, placed at 
the end of the verse. 


6 its qui affligunt vos, afflictionem vois 8AiBouow 
Op&s, GBAlyiv ("retributionem his qui vos tri- 
bulant" late Vg.). As indicated in Annot., the 
first word of the original Vulgate reading seems 
to have been tribulationem, as found in many 
Vulgate copies, and retributionem was probably 
a later scribal alteration. Hence Erasmus listed 
this passage among the Loca Manifeste Depra- 
uata. For affligo and afflictio, see on Iob. 16,21; 
2 Cor. 1,6. For the more accurate iis, see on 
Rom. 4,12. Erasmus is more literal as to the 
word-order. Cod. 2815, with little other ms. 
support, replaces 9p&s with fas. Lefèvre put 
iis qui vos premunt, pressuram (cf. Ambrosiaster, 
eis qui vos deprimunt, pressuram). Manetti agreed 
with the earlier Vulgate in using tribulationem 
in place of retributionem. 


7 qui affligimini tois OAPopévois ("qui tribu- 
lamini" Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 1,6. Lefèvre had qui 
pressuras sustinetis. 


7 relaxationem &veow "requiem" Vg.). See on 
Act, 24,23. Manetti put remissionem. 


7 Hod. In 1522, Erasmus’ Greek text substi- 
tuted Upddv, in conflict with the accompanying 
Latin version, but perhaps influenced by the 
1518 Aldine Bible, which had this reading. 


7 quum reuelabitur dominus lesus tv vij &moka- 
Auyer ToU Kupiou 'IncoU ("in reuelationem 
domini lesu" late Vg. and some Vg. mss). 
Erasmus changes noun to verb, to avoid the 
ambiguity as to whether kupíou and domini 
have a subjective or an objective sense. Simi- 
lar changes occur at 1 Petr. 1,7, 13, though 
reuelatio domini is retained at 1 Cor. 1,7. Most 
Vulgate mss., with Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefèvre (both columns), had reuelatione instead 
of reuelationem. 


7 potentiae Suvdyews (“virtutis” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 1,4, and Annot. The rendering of Lefevre 
was potestatis. 


7 suae otoU (“eius” Vg). As Erasmus had 
made dominus lesus the subject of this clause, 
he now needed to substitute the reflexive pro- 
noun. Manetti also adopted suae, though without 
altering the sentence structure. 


8 cum èv (“in” 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 1,4. 
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8 incendio flammae mup qAoyós ("flamma 
ignis" Vg). The Vulgate corresponds more 
closely with pAoyi trupds, as in codd. B D 
F G and a few other mss. See on Act. 7,30, and 
Annot. The wording of Ambrosiaster (1492) 
and Manetti was igne flammae, while Lefèvre 
put ignea flamma. 

8 qui infligit $ibóvtos ("dantis" Vg.; "qui dat" 
1516). Erasmus’ more vigorous choice of verb, 
infligo, was better suited to the present context 
of revenge or punishment. In Annot., he argues 
that the subject of the Greek participle must 
be the Lord, as pAoyés is a feminine noun. 
However, the Vulgate rendering, together with 
its presumed underlying text, is ambiguous, as 
8iSdvtos and dantis might lead the reader to 
suppose that these participles related to rrupós 
(a neuter noun) and ignis. Lefévre’s rendering 
of the first part of this sentence was qui in ignea 
flamma vindictam dabit. 


8 vitionem Exbiknoiv ("vindictam" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 12,19. For the word-order of Lefévre, see 
the previous note. 


8 its rois ("his" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,12. Some 
copies of the late Vulgate have is, as in Lefévre's 
Vulgate column. The versions of Ambrosiaster 


and Lefévre had in eos. 


8 Christi Xpvo ToO (omitted by a few Vg. mss., 
with Vg“). Codd. 2105 and 2815 omit XpioToŬ, 
in company with codd. B D and many other 
mss. The text of Erasmus follows cod. 2817, 
supported by 1 and 2816, with N A F G and 
many other mss. His translation adopts the 
wording of the late Vulgate and most Vulgate 
mss. (with Vg""), and of Ambrosiaster. Lefèvre 
omitted this word. 


9 poenam luent Sixnv ticovow ("poenas da- 
bunt" Vg). The Vulgate uses a common clas- 
sical Latin idiom. Erasmus looks for a more 
literal rendering on this occasion. See Annot. 
The version of Manetti had penam dabunt, and 
Lefèvre supplicio cruciabuntur. 


9 interitum aeternum 6d88pov alwviov ("in 
interitu aeternas" Vg.). Erasmus is more accurate, 
treating ÓAsOpov as in apposition to Bikny. See 
Annot. The same change was proposed by Valla 
Annot. The versions of Ambrosiaster and Manet- 
ti put £z interitum aeternum, and Lefèvre interitu 
sempiterno (to agree with supplicio). 


9 tot. The article is omitted by codd. 2105, 
2815, 2816, along with D F G and a few other 


mss. 
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é&rró Tfj; Ens Tis laoyvos attot, * órav 
EAOn EvSoEacOtjvan év Tois &ylois avTOU, 
kai 9aupaoc8r|voi év Tráct Tois TrOTEVOU- 
civ, Ott ErriotevOn TÒ paprüpiov TLdVv 
èp’ Upas £v ti Tuépa ékefvry "eis 6 Kad 
Trpoceuyopeba TravTote Trepi Udy, iva 
óp&s &€1a0n Tis KAt\oews ó Beds fiuc, 
Kai TANpwoT Tr&cav evSoKiav éryoabw- 
ouvns, Kal Épyov miotews év Suvduel, 
2 &rcos EvBoEaoOt TO óvopa ToU KUpiou 
fiuc 'InooU Xpiotov èv byiv, kai Geis èv 
aUTO, KATA Thy xópiv ToU Geo Adv 
Kai Kupíou ‘Inco Xpic ToU. 


"Eperóptev St opás, &SeAqoi, UTrép 
Trapoucías ToU Kupiou judy 'Inooŭ 
XpiotoU, kai dv &micuvaycyfis Er 
attéov, eis TO uh Tayéws caArevOtvar 
Üp&s &rró ToU voós, unte Oposio8e, uyre 


2,2 Opotic8e D E: 8pocic8o1 A-C 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


a gloria fortitudinis illius, 'quum ve- 
nerit vt glorificetur in sanctis suis, et 
admirandus fiat in omnibus credenti- 
bus, quod fides habita sit testimonio 
nostro erga vos in die illo: “ad quod 
etiam oramus semper pro vobis, vt 
vos dignos habeat ista vocatione deus 
noster, et compleat omne bonum pro- 
positum bonitatis, et opus fidei cum 
potentia; "vt illustretur nomen do- 
mini nostri lesu Christi per vos, 
et vos per illum, iuxta gratiam dei 
nostri et domini lesu Christi. 


Rogamus autem vos fratres, per 


aduentum domini nostri Iesu 
Christi, et nostri  aggregationem 
in illum,  ?ne cito dimoueamini 


a mente, neque turbemini, neque 


10 admirandus B-E: admirabilis | 11 etiam B-E: et4 | dignos habeat ista B-E: dignetur A | 


cum B-E: in. A | 12 per vos B-E: in vobis A | 


9 fortitudinis tis loyvos (“virtutis” Vg.). See 
on Epp. 1,19. The word which Erasmus adopted 
in his Latin rendering had previously been 
advocated by Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. Valla 
additionally suggested making use of robur or 
validitas: cf. Erasmus’ mention of roboris and 
potentiae in Annot. 


9 illius otrrot (“eius” Vg). Erasmus uses the 
more emphatic pronoun, to refer back to 
domini. Manetti had suae. 


10 vt glorificetur ... admirandus fiat tvõogacðñ- 
vai ... Saupacbiver (“glorificari ... admirabilis 
fieri" Vg; “vt glorificetur ... admirabilis fiat" 
1516). Erasmus avoids the infinitive of purpose. 
The change to admirandus makes little difference 
to the meaning, but he felt that it more closely 
resembled the passive form of the Greek verb. 
Ambrosiaster had clarificari .. mirificari (as 
partly cited in Annot.), and Lefèvre, glorificari 
... mirificari. The mss. of Manetti's version put 
ad gloriandum ... admirabilis fiat, neglecting to 
insert vt before admirabilis. 


10 credentibus vois mioTevovoi (“qui credide- 
runt" Vg). The Vulgate reflects a text having 


per illum B-E: in illo 4 


TOig miotevcaciv, as in codd. X A B D 
(F) G and most other mss., including codd. 
1, 2105, 2815, 2816. Erasmus here follows cod. 
2817, with support from a few other late mss. 
This poorly attested reading remained in the 
Textus Receptus. Lefèvre had iis qui crediderunt. 


10 quod fides babita sit testimonio nostro &ri Em- 
otevOn TÒ paprüpiov fiv. (“quia creditum 
est testimonium nostrum" Vg.). By using fides, 
Erasmus seeks to make the meaning clearer, 
partly following the version of Ambrosiaster, 
quia fidem babuit testimonium nostrum: see Annot. 
A similar substitution of fides habita for the 
passive of credo occurs at 1 Tim. 3,16. However, 
coming straight after credentibus, the use of quod 
leaves an ambiguity as to whether the sense is 
"because" or "that". Manetti put quoniam credi- 
tum est testimonium nostrum, and Lefèvre quod 
testimonium nostrum creditum est. 

10 erga i" (“super” Vg.). Cf. on Act. 3,25. Eras- 
mus' choice of preposition is better suited to 
the context. 

11 ad quod els & ("in quo" Vg.). The Vulgate 
gives rise to the misinterpretation that quo 
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refers to the immediately preceding die illo at 
the end of vs. 10, whereas the Greek neuter 
makes it more probable that the reference is 
to the glorification of the Lord among his 
saints, mentioned in the earlier part of vs. 10. 
Cf. Annot. The rendering advocated by Valla 
Annot. and Manetti was in quod. Lefèvre put 
Quamobrem. 


11 etiam kai (“et” 1516). Possibly, in 1516, 
Erasmus wished to ensure that kai was under- 
stood to mean "also" rather than "even". The 
use of et was also to be seen here in Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefèvre. 


11 vos dignos habeat Spas &£icoov (“dignetur 
vos" Vg; "vos dignetur" 1516). Erasmus is 
more literal as to the word-order. His 1519 
rendering echoes the use of digni babeamini 
in vs. 5, and is identical with the version of 
Ambrosiaster (partly cited in Aznot.). Manetti 
had dignos vos faciat, and Lefévre vos ... dignos 
faciat (placing dignos faciat after vocatione). 

11 ista vocatione Ts kMjoeos (“sua vocatione" 
late Vg; "vocatione" 1516). As indicated in 
Annot., the possessive pronoun of the Vulgate 
is not explicitly supported by Greek mss. Eras- 
mus’ substitution of ista, in 1519, was perhaps 
intended to connect kàńoews with the reference 
to rois &yíois o*rroD in vs. 10. Another alterna- 
tive would have been vocatione vestra. Lefèvre 
made the same change as Erasmus’ 1516 edition, 
while Manetti put vocationis. 

11 compleat TANpwon (“impleat” Vg.). See on 
Ioh. 15,25. Manetti had repleat. 

11 omne bonum propositum v&cav tübokiav 
(“omnem voluntatem" Vg.). See on Eph. 1,5. In 
Annot., Erasmus also suggests using Peneplaci- 
tum, which also happened to be the choice of 
Manetti (omne beneplacitum). Lefévre put omni 
voluntate. 


11 bonitatis &yabwouvns (bonitatis suae" late 
Vg.). The late Vulgate addition of suae lacks ex- 
plicit Greek ms. support. See Annot. The correc- 
tion made by Erasmus agrees with the earlier 
Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


11 cum £v (“in” 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,4. 
11 potentia Suvápe: (“virtute” Vg.). See ibid., 
and Annot. The version of Lefèvre had potestate. 
12 illustretur tvõogaoðğ (“clarificetur” Vg.). 
See on lob. 12,28. In 1516 Annot., Erasmus 
suggests celebre fiat or nobilitetur, and in 1522 
Annot., glorificetur. The last of these was the 
rendering offered by Lefèvre. 
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12 Christi (1st.) Xpiotoŭ. This word was omitted 
by codd. 1 and 2815, along with N B D 0111 
and many other mss. Át this point, Erasmus 
follows cod. 2817, together with 2105 and 
2816, and also A F G and many other mss. 


12 per vos... per illum tv Uyiv ... tv aùt®& (“in 
vobis ... in illo” 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 
Ambrosiaster and Manetti had in vobis ... in 
ipso, and Lefèvre in vobis ... in eo. 


12 iuxta xat& (“secundum” Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 

2,1 trapoucias. In omitting the article, Eras- 
mus’ Greek text follows cod. 2817". The 
wording cited in Annot. is Tis mapoucios, 
attested by codd. 1, 2105, 2815, 2816, 2817* 
and most other mss. 

1 nostri aggregationem uv émouvaywy iis 
(“nostrae congregationis” Vg.). In the Greek 
text, there is an ambiguity as to whether the 
antecedent of this phrase is U1rép or Trapovoi- 
as. In preferring the first of these possibilities, 
Erasmus makes better sense of the passage. He 
uses ageregatio for the only other N.T. instance 
of émouvaywyi, at Hebr. 10,25, replacing 
collectio. However, aggregatio does not occur in 
classical usage. He reserves congregatio mainly 
for &«Ancío, and once for ouvaywyh at Mc. 
12,39. See Annot. 


1 illum aùTtóv (“ipsum” Vg.). For the removal 
of ipse, see on Rom. 1,20. In 1527-35 Annot., 
supported by cod. 2105 (but not 2105°™™), 
Erasmus treats the reading as aùTňv, and there- 
fore as relating to rrapoucías rather than to 
xupiou. Lefèvre put eo. 


2 ne cis TO uh (“vt non" Vg.). See on Iob. 3,20. 
Erasmus' rendering is the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster. 

2 dimoueamini oañeuðñva ("moueamini" Vg.). 
Erasmus looks for a more vigorous rendering 
of the Greek verb, which means "shake" rather 
than just “move”. See Annot., and see also on 
"Act. 16,26; 1 Cor. 13,2. Erasmus here adopts the 
version of Lefévre. 


2 mente to voós ("vestro sensu" late Vg. and 
most Vg. mss., with Vg™; "sensu" a few Vg. 
mss., with Vg?). See on Rom. 1,28 for mente. 
The Vulgate addition of vestro corresponds 
with ToU voós ópóv in cod. D*. See Annot. 
The version of Lefévre made the same correction 
as Erasmus. Manetti had intellectu vestro. 


2 turbemini ®pocio®e (“terreamini” Vg.). In 
1516-22, Erasmus had 9pocic9ot, as in most 
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Sick Trvevpertos, phre Sick Adyou, pre | 
Sv motors ws Or fydv, ws ÖT 
tvéoTnkev fj Tuépa ToU Xpiotov, 341} 
Tis Was Eatrathon Kata yndéva Tpó- 
Tov, OT1 àv pt EA0r fj åmooracia 
TpoTov, Kai catroKadu@bi) ó avepw- 
Tos tis auaptias, ó vids Tis é&mro- 
Atlas, 46 dvtixeipevos Kal Urrepat- 
popevos Emi Trávra Aeyóusvov Gedv i| 
cépacpa, dioe aÙTÒV els TOV vaóv ToU 
Beco ws O0cóv Kabliom, d&rodSeKvivTa 
Eautov S11 iori Oeós. Fou UVT MOVEÚETE 


2,2 nobis autoribus E: per nos missam A, a nobis profectam B-D | 


minus B-E: om. A | 
perditionis 4 


prius B-E: primum 4 


mss. The change to Opocio@e in 1527-35 may 
have been an itacistic error by the printer, 
though this reading is found in codd. A B and 
a few later mss. The substitution of turbo is 
in accordance with Vulgate usage at Mt. 24,6. 
Cf. also Erasmus’ replacement of timeo by turbo 
in rendering the same Greek verb at Mc. 13,7. 
Lefévre made the same change at the present 
passage. Ambrosiaster had conturbemini. 


2 nobis autoribus Št uiv ("per nos missam" 
1516 = late Vg. and some Vg. mss; “a nobis 
profectam" 1519-27). In Annot., Erasmus argues 
that the Greek phrase relates equally to trvevpa- 
Tos, Aóyou, and &ric Tos, whereas the addi- 
tion of missam restricts the application solely 
to Eric ToAfjs. Manetti and Lefèvre had just per 
nos, as in some Vulgate mss. 


2 Christi toù Xpiotod (“domini” Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects the substitution of ToU xv- 
píou, as in codd. X A B D* and some later 
mss., including cod. 2815 (cf. also cod. 2105, 
which has xupíou, omitting ToU, in company 
with codd. F G). Erasmus follows cod. 2817, 
supported by 1 and 2816, with D°" and most 
later mss. The expression fjuépa ToU XpicTo0, 
using the article, is not seen elsewhere in the 
N.T., though pépa Xpic ToU. occurs at Phil. 
1,10; 2,16. An accidental substitution of kupíou 
for XpicToU, or of Xpic o0 for kupíou, could 
easily occur by the change of a single letter, 
facilitated by the customary abbreviations of 
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per spiritum, neque per sermonem, | 
neque per epistolam, tanquam nobis 
autoribus, quasi instet dies Christi, 
3ne quis vos decipiat vllo modo: 
quoniam non  adueniet dominus, 
nisi venerit defectio prius, et reuela- 
tus fuerit homo ille scelerosus, filius 
perditus, ‘qui est aduersarius, et 
effertur aduersus omnem qui dicitur 
deus aut numen, adeo vt in tem- 
plo dei sedeat, ostentans se ipsum 
esse deum. An non meministis, 


3 non adueniet do- 
| scelerosus B-E: peccati Æ | perditus B-E: 


the divine name (xU or KU). See Annot. The 
same change was made by Lefévre. 


3 decipiat arration (“seducat” Vg.). See on 
Rom. 7,11. Lefèvre again made the same change. 


3 non adueniet dominus, nisi tav yr (“nisi” 1516 
= Vg). Erasmus added non adueniet dominus by 
way of explanation, to complete the implied 
sense of the elliptical Greek wording. In Annot. 
on vs. 4, he suggested, more precisely, that the 
required sense was non veniet dies domini, which 
fits better with the preceding phrase, quasi instet 
dies Christi. 

3 defectio Ñ &rroo racio: (“discessio” Vg.). See 
on Act. 21,21. In Annot., Erasmus attributes 
his rendering to “Ambrose” (i.e. Ambrosiaster). 
Manetti’s version put dissensio, and Lefèvre 
apostasia. 

3 prius todtov (“primum” 1516 = Vg). See 
on Rom. 15,24. 

3 bomo ille scelerosus ó &v6po»ros TÄS &paprías 
(“homo peccati" Vg.; “homo ille peccati" 1516). 
The pronoun ille conveys the sense of the Greek 
article, that this is one particular person, and 
not just “a man". In Annot., Erasmus indi- 
cates that the addition of this word is suppor- 
ted by "Ambrose" (i.e. Ambrosiaster, who had 
bomo ille peccati). The substitution of scelerosus 
("wicked") produces a clearer sense, but loses 
something of the solemnity of the Greek ex- 
pression, which seems to refer to an individual 
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who would manifest an extremity of evil which 
had never previously been seen. 


3 perditus tis &rrcoAeías (“perditionis” 1516 
= Vg.). See on Job. 17,12. Again, although the 
adjective substituted by Erasmus gives a clearer 
sense, something is lost from the solemnity 
and semi-proverbial character of the original 
wording, which appears to speak of a particular 
individual who is irretrievably and eternally 
lost, and marked out for destruction. By con- 
trast, the “lost sheep" (the oues perditae of Mt. 
10,6 etc.) could hope for salvation. 


4 qui est aduersarius & &vtixeipevos (“qui ad- 
uersatur” Vg.). This change is consistent with 
Vulgate usage of aduersarius at Lc. 13,17; 1 Cor. 
16,9; Phil. 1,28; 1 Tim. 5,14. However, in ren- 
dering oí &vrikeíuevoi Upiv at Lc. 21,15, Erasmus 
substitutes qui aduersabuntur vobis for aduersarii 
vestri, and he further retains aduersor at Gal. 
5,17; 1 Tim. 1,10. 


4 effertur ómepoipóyevos ("extollitur Vg.). At 
2 Cor. 12,7, more exactly, Erasmus has supra 
modum efferrer for UTrepaipwyai, whereas at 
2 Cor. 10,5 (1519) he is content to use guae 
extollitur for ttrcipdpevov. See ad locc., and 
cf. also on Rom. 11,20. 


4 aduersus ti (“supra” Vg.). Erasmus substitutes 
aduersus, as the antecedent is not only Utrepai- 
póusvos but also &vtixeipevos. The preposition 
supra is unsuitable for use with aduersarius. In 
Annot., lemma, and also the lemma of Valla 
Annot., the Vulgate reading is cited as super, 
which was the rendering used by Ambrosiaster, 
Manetti and Lefèvre (but not Lefèvre Comm.). 


4 omnem qui wévta (“omne quod” Vg.). In 
1535 Annot., Erasmus seems to be of the opi- 
nion that the original reading was r&v Tó or 
T&v (“quod fuisse scriptum arbitror"). The 
reading mõv 16, without any additional ms. 
support, was later adopted into the Greek 
(folio) editions of Theodore Beza. Most mss. 
read rrávra. Accordingly, Valla Annot., Manetti 
and Lefèvre all proposed omnem qui. 


4 numen otaoyua (“quod colitur" Vg.). Eras- 
mus chooses a word which is well suited to 
the context, though numen tends to empha- 
sise the essence and power of deity, while 
cépacya refers more specifically to deity as 
an object of adoration and worship. In Annot., 
Erasmus also suggested cultus or veneratio. Valla 
Annot. recommended cultus (accompanied by 
the variant, ceBdopevov, which is actually 
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closer to the Vulgate wording). Lefévre put 
simulacrum. 


4 adeo vt Hore (“ita vt” Vg.). See on Rom. 7,6. 
Lefèvre put ita quod. 


4 cos Ocóv. In leaving this phrase untranslated, 
Erasmus follows the Vulgate. The latter probably 
reflected a Greek text in which these words were 
omitted, as in codd. N A B D* and about fifty 
later mss. Erasmus’ Greek text follows codd. 
2815 and 2817, supported by 1 and 2816, with 
Der and about 480 later mss. His cod. 2105 
transposes as Qedv after KaPica, along with 
more than forty other late mss. (see Aland Die 
Paulinischen Briefe vol. 4, pp. 314-17). These 
words have been condemned by some as an 
interpretative scribal addition. If the phrase 
were an authentic part of the text, however, 
some scribes may have considered that it dupli- 
cated the sense of &trodekvivta ... Sti éoTi 
eds, and hence deleted it. Manetti and Lefèvre 
added tanquam deus after dei. 


4 ostentans &obexvivta (“ostendens” Vg.) 
Erasmus selects a verb which can be understood 
in a more pejorative sense, “boastfully display- 
ing”. Cf. Annot. 


4 se ipsum Eortóv (“se” Vg.). Erasmus renders 
the reflexive pronoun more emphatically, using 
the same wording as Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 


4 esse deum 871 toi Geds ("tanquam sit deus” 
late Vg. and most Vg. mss., with Vg; “quia 
sit deus” cod. Sangermanensis, with Vg*). In 
Annot. Erasmus gives quod sit deus as an alterna- 
tive, this being the rendering of Lefèvre. Ambro- 
siaster and Valla Annot. offered quasi sit deus, 
and Manetti quod est deus. 


5 An non où ("Non" Vg.). See on Job. 18,11. 
Manetti put Nozze, while Lefévre (Comm.). 
began the sentence with Meministisne. Lefévre’s 
Vulgate column had Num. 


5 meministis pwnpovevete (“retinetis” Vg.). The 
use of retineo on its own, to mean "remember", 
does not seem to have been favoured by the 
earlier classical authors. In 1516-19 Annot., 
Erasmus condemned the Vulgate expression as 
“stultam copiae affectationem”, evoking criti- 
cism from Stunica. For Erasmus’ reply to the 
latter, see Apolog. resp. lac Lop. Stun., ASD 
IX, 2, p. 222, ll. 942-957. Ambrosiaster and 
Lefévre (Comm.) used the same verb as Erasmus. 
For Lefévre’s word-order, see the previous note. 
Manetti put recordamini. 
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ÖT: Et: Ov Tpós Vyas, raUTa ÉAeyov 
Ouiv; Skai vv Td karéxov olDarre, eic 
TÒ é&mokaAug8fjvar abTóv Ev TH éau- 
TOU kaip®. 71d yàp uvorfüpiov ñn 
tvepyeiron tis &vouíos, uóvov ó kat- 
£xcov &pri, Écos èk péoou yévryron, * oi 
TÓTE G&TroKaAU@Orjoetar ó &vopuos, dv 
Ó kÜpios &voaÀcos TH TrveUpaT: TOU 
otépatos avo, Kal KaTapytjoe TÄ 
emipavia Tis trapovalas aUToU, %ot 
oriy fj Trapoucía Kat’ évépyeiav ToU 
carav& év méoņ Suvdper Kal onuei- 
ols Kal Tépaci wevSous, Kal iv rác 
&ra&t ny Tfjs d6iklas &v Tots &rroAAupévors, 
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quod quum adhuc essem apud vos, 
haec dixerim vobis? $Et nunc quid 
detineat scitis, nempe, vt ille reuele- 
tur in suo tempore. ^Nam myste- 
rium nunc agit iniquitatis, tantum 
qui tenet, in praesentia teneat, donec 
e medio tollatur, et tunc patefiet 
iniquus ille, quem dominus conficiet 
spiritu oris sui, et abolebit claritate 
aduentus sui,  ?cuius est aduentus 
secundum operationem satanae, cum 
omni potentia et signis ac prodigiis 
mendacibus, et cum omni dece- 
ptione iniustitiae in iis qui pereunt, 


8 emigavia C-E: emigavei A B | 9 maon Æ B-E: trast A* 


7 teneat B-E: tenet A | 


8 patefiet B-E: reuelabitur A | 


claritate B-E: apparitione A | 


9 satanae A-C E: sathanae D | cum B-E:inA | ac B-E:et/4 | mendacibus B-E: mendacii A | 


10 cum B-E: in A 


5 dixerim EAeyov ("dicebam" Vg.). The Vulgate 
is more literal here, in rendering the Greek 
imperfect tense. 


6 scitis, nempe oiSarte (“scitis” Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,32 for the addition of nempe. 


6 ille reueletur &rroxoAug6fjvot avtov (“reue- 
letur” Vg.). Erasmus inserts i/le, to make clear 
that avrrév refers back to the vids fis &rrcoAelas 
of vs. 3. The reader might otherwise suppose 
that reueletur had a neuter subject, represented 
by quid earlier in this sentence. See Annot. The 
same correction was made by Lefévre. Ambrosias- 
ter, and also Valla Annot., offered reueletur ille. 


6 éauToU. Cod. 2817 has avrot, with support 
from codd. %* A I and some other mss. The 
text of Erasmus follows cod. 2815, together 
with 1, 2105, 2816, as well as X" B D F G 
and most other mss. (in cod. 2816, &xutot is 
placed after xaipa). 


7 nunc hn ( "iam" Vg.). Erasmus is less precise 
here. He nowhere else uses zune for fj5r in the 
N.T., but almost always has iam. An exception 


is at Rom. 1,10, where he follows the Vulgate 
in using tandem. 

7 agit tvepyeito ("operatur" Vg.). See on Rom. 
7,5, and Annot., in which Erasmus criticises 
Lefévre's substitution of patratur. 


7 tantum póvov ("tantum vt" Vg.). The Vulgate 
use of vt is not explicitly supported by Greek 
mss. The version of Manetti had vf, omitting 
tantum, whereas Lefèvre had solum, omitting 
vt. 

7 qui tenet, in praesentia teneat & Kocr£qoov. ápmi 
(“qui tenet nunc teneat" late Vg. and most Vg. 
mss, with Vg"*; “qui tenet nunc" cod. San- 
germanensis, with Vg"; "qui tenet, in praesentia 
tenet” 1516). A similar substitution of in prae 
sentia occurs at 1 Petr. 1,8, and also in rendering 
TÒ viv Éyov at Act. 24,25. Elsewhere Erasmus 
sometimes prefers nunc for G&pti: see on Job. 
9,25. He follows the main Vulgate text in sup- 
plying teneat to remove what was perceived as 
an ellipsis in the Greek wording. Cf. Annot. The 
rendering of Lefévre was qui iam tenet, omitting 
the second verb. 


EPISTOLA AD THESSALONICENSES SECVNDA 2,5-10 


7 etx (“de” Vg.). See on Job. 2,15. Lefèvre made 
the same change. 


7 tollatur yévntai (“fiat” Vg.). Erasmus finds 
a more expressive verb, suited to the context, 
taking yévnto as the equivalent of i&ap81j 
(cf. 1 Cor. 5,2). 


8 patefiet &rrokoAwuq8rjoerot (“reuelabitur” 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 


8 iniquus ille ó Svopos ("ille iniquus" Vg.). 
Erasmus prefers that ille should immediately 
precede the relative pronoun, rather than be 
separated from it by an accompanying noun 
or adjective. Manetti and Lefévre both omitted 
ille. 

8 dominus ô xúpioş ("dominus Iesus" Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects the addition of 'Inooüs, as in 
codd. N A D* F G and more than seventy other 
mss., including cod. 2105. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, alongside 1 and 2816, 
with B D and about 500 other mss. (see 
Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe vol. 4, pp. 317-20). 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same change as 
Erasmus. 


8 conficiet vawe (“interficiet” Vg.). Erasmus 
looks for a stronger verb, meaning "consume" 
or “destroy”, rather than just "kill". In Annot., 
he suggests using comsumet, consistent with 
Vulgate usage in rendering dvaAloxe at Le. 
9,54; Gal. 5,15. However, the Vulgate may re- 
flect the substitution of &veAei, as in codd. 
(A) B and over thirty later mss. (cf. Aland Die 
Paulinischen Briefe vol. 4, pp. 317-20). Lefévre 
put elidet. 


8 abolebit kxtapytoe (“destruet” Vg). See 
on Rom. 6,6. 


8 claritate tù Emqavig (“illustratione” Vg.; 
"apparitione" 1516). The spelling émavig, in 
the 1522-35 editions, may have been due to an 
itacistic printing error. At the other five N.T. 
instances of this word, Erasmus' Greek text has 
the correct form, émipdveica, consistent with 
his use of Ti étripaveig in 1516-19 at the pres- 
ent passage. In Annot., it is Emipavig in 1516, 
but &migaveía in 1519-35. His substitution of 
apparitione in 1516 was an attempt at greater 
accuracy, though the phrase apparitione aduentus 
was no less obscure than the Vulgate. A problem 
with apparitio was that, in classical Latin, this 
word meant "service", rather than "appearance" 
(cf. also apparitor, an "attendant" or “servant”). 
The use of claritate in 1519 yielded a clearer 
sense: cf. Annot. The rendering of irigóveia 
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by words meaning "brightness" is based on the 
closely related adjective, érripavis, rather than 
on the technical sense of an “epiphany”. In ren- 
dering &rrigáveio elsewhere, Erasmus uses appa- 
ritio to replace aduentus at 1 Tim. 6,14; 2 Tim. 
4,1; Tit. 2,13 (1516-22), and to replace illuminatio 
at 2 Tim. 1,10. At Tit. 2,13 (1527-35), he replaces 
aduentus by illustrato, while retaining aduentus 
at 2 Tim. 4,8. In 1527 Annot. on 1 Tim. 6,14, 


Erasmus expresses a preference for illustratio 
rather than apparitio, and favourable references 
to ¿lustratio further occur in Annot. on 2 Tim. 
1,10; 4,1; Tit. 2,13. 


9 cuius o (“eum cuius" Vg). The Vulgate 
added ewm, presumably to clarify the connection 
with the earlier quem, and to prevent cuius from 
being misunderstood to relate to aduentus at the 
end of vs. 8. In the 1527 Vulgate column, a new 
sentence begins with Et destruet, for which eum 
is required as an object. Erasmus renders the 
Greek more literally here, adopting the same 
wording as Ambrosiaster and Manetti. 


9 cum èv ("in" 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,4. 


9 tráan. In 1516, Erasmus’ text had the spelling, 
Tõsi (sic), prompted by tr&o1 in cod. 2815. He 
restored the correct spelling in the 1516 errata, 
in conformity with codd. 1, 2105, 2816, 2817. 


9 potentia Buvdue (“virtute” Vg.). See on Rom. 
1,4. Ambrosiaster and Lefèvre had potestate. 


9 ac xai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 


9 mendacibus yesBous (“mendacii” 1516). In 
1516, Erasmus attempts a more literal transla- 
tion, using the same word as Ambrosiaster and 
Lefévre. In 1519, Erasmus reverted to the clearer 
wording of the Vulgate: see Annot. The version 
of Manetti had fallacibus. 


10 cum èv ("in" 1516 = Vg). See on Rom. 1,4. 


10 deceptione &márt (“seductione” Vg.). See on 
Col. 2,8. The same change was made by Lefévre. 
Manetti had dolo. 


10 iniustitiae tis &Bixias (“iniquitatis” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,29. Lefévre again made the same 
substitution. 


10 in iis tv vois (“his” Vg.). The Vulgate reflects 
the omission of èv, in company with codd. N * 
AB D* F G and a few other mss. Erasmus fol- 
lows codd. 2815 and 2817, along with 1, 2105, 
2816, and also N" D° and most later mss. 
For tis, see on Rom. 4,12. See also Annot. The 
translation of Lefèvre likewise put im iis, but his 
Vulgate text had i#s. Manetti put i” bis. 
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&v0' dv tty àyárnv Tfjs GAnbelas ovx 
&6££avTo, els TO ocoOfjvon axrrous. T xod 
Sic ToUTo Tue avToIs ó Beds ivép- 
y&av Adv, sis TO mioTteŬoa atrtous 
TH wevde, Viva xpibdor Trávrss oi ur 
TiotevoavTes Ti GAnGeig, GAA’ evdoKt)- 
caves Ev ti &&ikio. 

B*Hyeis 6$ ópelAouev eUyapioteiv TH 
Ged Trávrore mepi Uudv, &6eAgol hya- 
T'ipévor Uird Kupiou, Sti elAero págs ó 
Beds dcr” &pyiis els owt pilav £v &yiacuó 
Trveupatos, Kal tiote: dAnOeias, ‘eis 
& éxdAeoev úps Sid ToU evayyeAlou 
Tudv, els Trepitroinoiv &6Ens ToO Kupiou 
Hud "Incot XpioToU. 15 &pa oŭv, &5sgA- 
qoi, | orü)kere, kai kparreire Tas Tapa- 
Sdceis ås eiScyOnte, eire Sik Adyou, 
cite Sr &motoAis hudv. 'atrds Sè 6 
küpios dv 'InooUs Xpiotds kai ó Beds 
xoi trathp fuv, ô é&yemas tas 
Kai Sous TrapókAnciv aiwviav kal ATi- 
Sa &yaðhv iv xáprri, | TrapokoAécca 


12 ev rn A B-E: tn A* 


10 quod B-E qnod A (exx) | 


sanctificationem B-E: in sanctificatione A | ac fidem B-E: et fide A | 


receperunt, in hoc 4 E: receperunt in hoc, B-D | 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


pro eo quod dilectionem veritatis non 
receperunt, in hoc vt salui fierent. 
"Et propterea mittet illis deus effica- 
ciam illusionis, vt credant mendacio, 
2vt iudicentur omnes qui non cre- 
diderunt veritati, sed approbauerunt 
iniustitiam. 

Nos autem debemus gratias agere 
deo semper de vobis, fratres dilecti a 
domino, quod elegerit vos deus ab 
initio in salutem, per sanctificatio- 
nem spiritus ac fidem veritatis, "ad 
quod vocauit vos per euangelium no- 
strum, in acquisitionem gloriae domi- 
ni nostri Iesu Christi. Itaque fratres 
state, | et tenete institutiones quas 
didicistis siue per sermonem, siue per 
epistolam nostram. Ipse vero do- 
minus noster lesus Christus et deus 
ac pater noster qui dilexit nos et de- 
dit consolationem aeternam et spem 
bonam per gratiam, “consoletur 


13 per 
15 institutiones B-E: 


traditiones A | 16 ac B-E:et/4 | per gratiam B-E: in gratia Æ 


10 pro co quod &v0' dv (“eo quod" Vg. 
This change was in accordance with Vulgate 
usage at Le. 1,20. In rendering &vri ToU at 
lac. 4,15, Erasmus also puts pro eo quod for 
pro eo vt. However, he retains eo quod for 
&vO' àv at Le. 19,44; Act. 12,23, and replaces 
pro eo quod by eo quod at Lc. 1,20 (1519). 
Manetti anticipated Erasmus’ rendering of 
the present passage. Lefévre put qui aduersus 
ea. 

10 dilectionem tiv &yémny (“charitatem” Vg). 
The 1527 Vulgate column followed the Froben 
1514 edition in the mistaken transposition of 
charitatem veritatis into veritatem charitatis. For 
dilectio, see on Iob. 13,35, and Annot. The ren- 
dering of Erasmus was the same as that of 
Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. 


10 in boc vt cis Tó (“vt” Vg.). See on Rom. 1,20, 
and cf. Ambrosiaster's use of ad hoc vt. 


11 Et kai (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omission 
has little support from Greek mss. other than 
cod. D*. See Annot. The same correction was 
made by Manetti and Lefèvre. 


11 propterea Bix toto ("Ideo" Vg.). See on 
Rom. 13,6. Lefèvre put iccirco (cf. Ambrosiaster, 
idcirco). 

11 efficaciam tvépysiav (“operationem” Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 12,10, and Annot. 

11 ilusionis wAdw 5 ("erroris" Vg.). In Annot., 
Erasmus also mentions seductionis or imposturae 
as possible alternatives. See further on Ep. 
4,14. In 1516 Annot., he adds tijs before rAó- 
vns, contrary to his Basle mss. 
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12 approbauerunt e0Goxsjoavres "consenserunt" 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 10,5. In Annot., Erasmus also 
suggests making use of quibus placuit. Lefèvre 
put acquieuerunt. 

12 iniustitiam iv TÑ &Bixig ("iniquitati" Vg.). 
See on Rom. 1,29 for iniustitia. The Vulgate may 
reflect the omission of év. This preposition was 
omitted from Erasmus’ Greek text in 1516, 
following cod. 2817, together with N* B D* 
F G and some later mss. However, év was cited 
in 1516 Annot., and was restored to the text 
in the 1516 errata, with support from codd. 
1, 2105, 2815, 2816, as well as N ^" A D°" and 
most later mss. The version of Lefévre had 
iniustitiae. 

13 tH 66. Cod. 2815 omits these words, 
which are contained in most other mss. 


13 de wept (“pro” Vg). See on Rom. 14,12. 
Erasmus used the same rendering as Ambro- 
siaster. 


13 domino xupiov (“deo” Vg). The Vulgate 
corresponds with the substitution of eo by 
cod. D*. The correction made by Erasmus 
agrees with the wording of Ambrosiaster, Ma- 
netti and Lefèvre. 


13 vos óp&s (“nos” Annot., lemma = Vg.). The 
1527 Vulgate column had vos. The use of zos 
in many Vulgate mss. corresponds with the 
reading tas in codd. N * D* and a few later 
mss. See Annot. Once again Erasmus has the 
same wording as Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefèvre. 


13 ab initio &n’ &pyiis (“primitias” Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects the substitution of &mapxúv, 
as found in codd. B F G and some other mss. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported 
by 1, 2105, 2816, with 8 D and most later mss. 
As indicated in Annot., this textual variation is 
of doctrinal significance, as àm?’ &pyfjs was 
capable of being understood as referring to 
eternal predestination ("from the beginning"), 
whereas &mapyxhv (“firstfruits”) could refer to 
those who were the first to receive the divine 
call and were hence the first to believe in 
Christ. Because of the similarity of spelling, 
an accidental change could theoretically have 
occurred in either direction. At Rom. 16,5, for 
example, P“ D* substituted ém’ &pyñs for 
&rrapyr|, and a similar error occurs in cod. D* 
at 1 Cor. 16,15; on the other hand, a few later 
mss. (together with Chrysostom) replace &pxń 
by érrapy at Col. 1,18. At the present passage, 


SECVNDA  2,0-17 667 


a few scribes may have substituted &rrapyriv 
through familiarity with Pauline usage of that 
word in several other places, and possibly also 
through the influence of Jac. 1,18 (BouAn- 
Gels &rrekümoev fds Aóyc GAnBelas, els TO 
eivai fas &mapxńv Tiva TGv aÙTOŬ KTI- 
opáTov). Manetti had primitiam, while Lefèvre 
changed the word-order to produce in salute 
primitiarum. 

13 per sanctificationem ... fidem tv &yvaoyó ... 
TícTet (“in sanctificatione ... in fide" late Vg.; 
"in sanctificatione ... fide" 1516 = Vg. mss.). See 
on Rom. 1,17 for per. The late Vulgate insertion 
of in before fide lacks explicit support from 
Greek mss. The 1516 rendering is in agreement 
with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Manetti 
and Lefèvre. 


13 ac xai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Iob. 1,25. 
Manetti anticipated this change. 


14 ad quod eis 6 (“in qua” late Vg. and most 
Vg. mss., with Vg""). Erasmus is more accurate 
here. See Annot., where he conjectures that the 
original Latin version was in quem (referring 
to spiritus in vs. 13), later to be changed into 
in quam (referring to fides), which could then 
easily be altered into in qua. The use of in quam 
occurs in Ambrosiaster. Erasmus’ preference 
for ad quod coincides with the wording of cod. 
Sangermanensis (from which Vg* adopts this 
reading as the Vulgate text). Lefévre made the 
same correction as Erasmus. Valla Annot. and 
Manetti (Pal. Lat. 45) proposed in quod (altered 
to in quo by Urb. Lat. 6). 


14 vocauit tkáAcoev ("et vocauit" Vg.). The 
Vulgate reflects the addition of kai before &á- 
Aeotv, as in codd. N F G and some other mss. 
Both Manetti and Lefèvre deleted et (but Urb. 
Lat. 6, and seemingly also Pal Lat. 45, substituted 
vocati for vocauit). 


15 institutiones tas Trapaddceis (“traditiones” 
1516 = Vg.). A similar substitution occurs at 
2 Thess. 3,6 (1519). See on Act. 6,14. 


16 vero 6€ (“autem” Vg.). Erasmus gives the 
Greek particle a continuative sense, appropriate 
to the context. 

16 ac xai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on loh. 1,25, 
and cf. Annot. 

16 per gratiam tv xáprmi (“in gratia” 1516 
= Vg). See on Rom. 1,17. 


17 consoletur napaxañtoa ("exhortetur" Vg). 
This change is consistent with Vulgate usage at 


668 


Uuóv tas KapSias Kai oTnpí6&oi vpas 
év mavti Adyw xai Epyw dyad. 


Tò Aorrróv, Trpoctuyeo0e, &5eAQoi, 

Tol fd, iva ó Adyos ToU ku- 
píou Tpéxn Kal S0€adnta, koc kai 
Tpós Üp&c, ?koi iva fpuoðõpev dard 
TÓV &rórr(v Kal Trovnpóv avOparrov. 
oU yap Trávrov f| TríoTis, motòs Sé 
&c'Tiv 6 Kküpios, ds ornpí&e Üp&s Kal pu- 
Aá&e &ró ToU TrovnpoU. *memolðapev 
5€ év kupiw èp’ Ops, ST & TrapayyéA- 
Aopev Upiv, Kal mote Kal troitjcete. 
56 5E KUpios kareuOUvai Udy Tas kap- 
Sias eis THY &yé&rrv ToU Bo, Kai els 
Tij» Utropovny ToU Xpiotou. 

STlapayyéAAouev SE üyiv, &SeAqoi, 
év évéuat: TOU Kupiou wav 'IncoU 
XpicToU, otéAAcoban Upas ard Travrós 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


vestra corda et stabiliat vos in omni 
sermone et opere bono. 
3 Quod superest, orate fratres pro 

nobis, vt sermo domini currat 
et glorificetur sicut et apud vos, ^et 
vt eripiamur ab absurdis ac peruer- 
sis hominibus. Non enim omnium 
est fides, ?sed fidelis est dominus, 
qui stabiliet vos et custodiet a malo. 
*Confidimus autem per dominum de 
vobis, quod quae praecipimus vobis 
et faciatis et facturi sitis. — "Porro 
dominus dirigat vestra corda in di- 
lectionem dei et in expectationem 
Christi. 

SPraecipimus autem vobis fra- 
tres, per nomen domini nostri Iesu 
Christi, vt subducatis vos ab omni 


3,2 ac B-E: et A | 4 per dominum B-E: in domino 4 | faciatis et facturi sitis B-E: facitis, et 
facietis A | 6 Praecipimus B-E: Denunciamus A | per nomen B-E: in nomine A 


two other passages where TrapoxoAée is applied 
to the “heart”: Eph. 6,22; Col. 4,8. It also pro- 
duces consistency with consolationem for tapá- 
KAnolv in vs. 16. See Annot. The rendering of 
Erasmus is the same as that of Ambrosiaster 
and Lefèvre. 


17 vestra corde Sav tas KapSias ("corda ve- 
stra" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order corresponds 
with tas KapSias Gudv in codd. N A and a 
few later mss. 


17 stabiliat oxrnpi&oa (“confirmet” Vg.). A simi- 
lar substitution occurs at 2 Thess. 3,3. See on 
Rom. 3,31. More often Erasmus retains confirmo 
for this Greek verb. Here he adopts the same 
rendering as Ambrosiaster. 


17 vos Upas (Vg. omits). The Vulgate omis- 
sion is supported by codd. N A B D* F G and 
a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 
D*" and most other mss. The pronoun Uyds 
provides a seemingly more appropriate object 
for ornpí&ot, in view of the following reference 
to words and deeds, as a reader might otherwise 


have assumed that the object was tas KapSlas 
(cf. els TO otnpi—ar Gudv tas Kapdias at 
1 Thess. 3,13). Both Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same change as Erasmus. 


17 sermone et opere byw xal Epyw ("opere 
et sermone" Vg.). The Vulgate reflects a Greek 
text having Épyco Kai Aóyc, as in codd. N A 
B D and some other mss., including cod. 2105. 
Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, supported 
by 1 and 2816, with F G and most other mss. 
See Annot. The same change was again made 
by Manetti and Lefévre. 


3,1 Quod superest Td Aovrróv (“De caetero" Vg.). 
See on 1 Cor. 4,2. Lefévre put Caeterum. 


1 orate fratres Mpocetyeobe, &beAqol ("fratres 
orate" Vg.). The Vulgate word-order is supported 
by few mss. other than codd. F G. The version 
of Manetti made the same change as Erasmus. 
Lefévre altered the word-order to orate pro nobis 
fratres. 

1 domini tot kupiou (“dei” late Vg. and some 
Vg. mss.). The late Vulgate corresponds with 
ToU Geo in codd. F G and a few other mss. 


EPISTOLA AD THESSALONICENSES SECVNDA 2,17-3,6 


The correction made by Erasmus produces 
agreement with the earlier Vulgate, Ambrosi- 
aster, Manetti and Lefèvre. 


1 glorificetur 6o&&Lnroa (“clarificetur” Vg.). 
See on Job. 12,23. Lefévre made the same 
change. 


2 eripiamur puobdpev (“liberemur” Vg.). See 
on Rom. 7,24. 


2 absurdis tv &vórow (“importunis” Vg.). 
Erasmus’ substitution of absurdis here has 
the sense of “boorish” or “unreasonable”. Cf. 
Annot. He seems to have borrowed this render- 
ing from Lefèvre, who used exactly the same 
word. 


2 ac kai (“et” 1516 = Vg.). See on Job. 1,25. 
Manetti anticipated this change. 

2. peruersis tovnpæv (“malis” Vg.). This change 
seems to be mainly for the sake of variety, as 
Erasmus retains malus for the same Greek word 
in vs. 3. Manetti put malignis. 


3 sed fidelis moros Sé ("Fidelis autem" Vg.). See 
on Iob. 1,26. 


3 est dominus totw ò KUpios ("deus est" late 
Vg. and some Vg. mss.). In cod. 2815, in com- 
pany with codd. F G, tori was omitted. The 
Vulgate word-order has little support from 
Greek mss, other than cod. N* which has 
6 Kupids totiv. The late Vulgate use of deus 
corresponds with the substitution of Oeds for 
KUpios in codd. A D* F G and a few other mss. 
Erasmus follows cod. 2817, along with 1, 2105, 
2816, as well as cod. B and most later mss. See 
Annot. Both Manetti and Lefèvre made the 


same change. 


3 stabiliet oavnpi&e ("confirmabit" Vg). See on 
2 Thess. 2,17. Erasmus’ rendering is the same 
as that of Ambrosiaster. 

4 per dominum de vobis Ev kupi tg’ óu&s ("de 
vobis fratres in domino" late Vg.; “in domino 
de vobis" 1516). Erasmus is more literal as to 
the word-order. The late Vulgate addition of 
fratres lacks Greek ms. support. For per, see on 
Rom. 1,17. The 1516 rendering agrees with that 
of Ambrosiaster. Manetti and Lefévre both put 
de vobis in domino, as in the earlier Vulgate. 


4 quod ... faciatis et facturi sitis S11 ... moite 
kal troijoete ("quoniam ... facitis et facietis" 
Vg.; "quod ... facitis, et facietis" 1516). See on 
Iob. 1,20, and Annot. Both Manetti and Lefèvre 
had the same rendering as in Erasmus’ 1516 
edition. 
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4 quae & (“quaecunque” late Vg). The late 
Vulgate lacks explicit support from Greek mss. 
Cf. Annot. The correction made by Erasmus 
is in agreement with the earlier Vulgate and 
Lefèvre. 


4 vobis (2nd.) Uyiv (Vg. omits). The Vulgate 
omission is supported by codd. X B D* and 
a few other mss. Erasmus follows codd. 2815 
and 2817, together with 1, 2105, 2816, and also 
A D°" F G and most other mss. Both Manetti 
and Lefévre made the same change. 


5 Porro dominus 6 66 xüpios ("Dominus autem” 
Vg.). See on Job, 8,16. 


5 vestra corda Sydv Tas KapBias (“corda vestra" 
Vg.). The Vulgate word-order corresponds with 
Tas KapSias væv in cod. D. 


5 in dilectionem ... in expectationem els Thv &yá- 
any ... els THY Urrouovfiv (“in charitate ... pati- 
entia” Vg.). For dilectio, see on Job. 13,35. In 
using the accusative case, Erasmus’ rendering 
is more precise. The Vulgate omission of in 
before patientia lacks Greek ms. support. Eras- 
mus’ questionable substitution of expectatio for 
patientia seems to have been based on Ambro- 
siaster, who had in dilectione ... expectatione: see 
Annot., and cf. also Lefévre’s replacement of 
sustinentia by expectatio at 1 Thess. 1,3. Elsewhere 
Erasmus uses expectatio solely for rendering 
TpocSokía, &rrokapabokía and Exdoyr}, and 
generally retains patientia for ymoyovr (though 
for the replacement of patientia by tolerantia at 
several passages, see on Rom. 2,4). Manetti had 
fn caritatem ... patientiam, and Lefèvre in dilectione 
-. in patientia. 


6 Praecipimus TapoyyéAdouev ("Denunciamus" 
1516 = Vg.). See on Act. 4,18, and Annot. This 
change produces consistency with the use of 
praecipimus in vs. 4. In Apolog. resp. Iac. Lop. 
Stun., ASD IX, 2, pp. 222-3, l1. 959-966, and also 
in 1522 Annot. on vs. 10, below, Erasmus ques- 
tions whether denuncio is always an appropriate 
synonym for praecipio in classical usage. Lefèvre 
put Mandamus in his main rendering, but Man- 
dauimus in Comm. 


6 per nomen tv òvópatı (“in nomine" 1516 
= Vg.). See on Rom. 1,17. 


6 subducatis oréhdeoOan (“subtrahatis” Vg.). For 
Erasmus’ use of subduco elsewhere, see on Joh. 
5,13, and for his avoidance of subtraho, see on 
Act. 20,20. See also on Gal. 2,12. Lefévre had 
procul absitis, placed after vos. 
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&SeApov é&rákTos TeprmocroOvros, Kai 
uf) kar& thy mapáðwow fdv map- 
&Aofe Trap’ fjuGv. 7avToi yàp oia- 
TE Tos Sei uipecO0oi Ads, Óri ovK 
AToxtijoapev èv Upiv, *o08& Swp|edv 
G&ptov AáBopev Trapá Tivos, GAA’ èv 
KéTT Kal póxðw viKTa Kai fépav 
éepyagouevot, Trpós TO pt Emipapficaí 
Tva Udy  ’oÙ% Sti oùk Éyoyev 
é£ouciav, GAA’ iva éautTous TWIrov 
Spev úv eis TO pmpeoĝða Aas. 
V «oj yap Ste fev pds Upads, ToU- 
To TwapnyyéAAouev Upiv, STi ei tis 
oU és EpydteoGon, unè èoðiéTw. 


3,6 trapeAaPe B-E: vrapeAapov A 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


fratre qui inordinate se gerit, et non 
iuxta institutionem quam accepit a 
nobis.  ?Nam ipsi scitis, quomodo 
oporteat imitari nos: quoniam non 
inordinate gessimus nos inter vos, 
* neque gratis panem accepimus a quo- 
quam, sed cum labore et sudore nocte 
dieque facientes opus, ad hoc ne cui 
vestrum essemus oneri: ?non quod id 
nobis non liceat, sed vt nosmet ipsos 
formam exhibeamus vobis ad imitan- 
dum nos. "Etenim quum essemus 
apud vos, hoc praecipiebamus vobis, 
vt si quis nollet operari, is nec ederet. 


6 se gerit B-E: ambulat A | iuxta A B C^ D E: uxta C* | institutionem B-E: traditionem A | 
7 ipsi 4 BD E: ipsis C | 8 cum B-E: in4 | 9 exhibeamus E: exhiberemus.4-D | 10 vt B-E: 


quod 4 


6 qui inordinate se gerit &TÉKTWS TEPLITATOUVTOS 
("ambulante inordinate" Vg.; "qui inordinate 
ambulat" 1516). Erasmus, as elsewhere, prefers 
to replace the present participle by a subordinate 
clause. For gero, see on 1 Thess. 4,12. In Annot., 
Erasmus mentions versor as an alternative verb. 
The Vulgate word-order corresponds with trepi- 
tratouvTos é&rókTcos in cod. D. Both Manetti 
and Lefévre put inordinate ambulante. 


6 iuxta kata ("secundum" Vg.). See on Act. 
13,23. 


6 institutionem Thy TapdSwou (“traditionem” 
1516 = Vg.). The incorrect spelling tapdSo.- 
civ is derived from cod. 2815, and remained 
throughout all five folio editions. In codd. 
1, 2105, 2816, 2817 and most other mss., it is 
Tapábociv. A similar substitution of institu- 
tio occurs at 2 Thess. 2,15 (1519). See on Act. 
6,14. 


6 accepit wapédaPe (“acceperunt” Vg.). In 1516, 
in agreement with the Vulgate rather than 
Erasmus’ Latin version, his Greek text had 
the plural, tapéAaBov, as in codd. 2815 and 
2817, along with 1, 3, 2105, 2816, and also 
N rt Dorr and most later mss. The third person 
plural is also found in codd. %* A, which 


have rrapsAópocav, and in cod. D*, which 
has &&Booav. In cod. B, it is rrapsAópere 
(cf. rapsA ópera: in Fee G), Erasmus’ substitu- 
tion of the singular accepit was not necessarily 
based on any Greek ms. variant, but might 
simply have arisen from the consideration that, 
on logical grounds and for the sake of good 
Latin, omni fratre should be accompanied by 
a singular verb. In 1519, Erasmus' change to 
the singular, rrapéAoe(v), had little support 
from Greek mss. In turn, his statement in 1535 
Annot., that "the Greeks" have rrapéAoev, 
does not appear to have been based on any 
fresh examination of mss., but was probably an 
assumption based on the text of his 1519-27 
N.T. editions. In the mss., the reading rrapéAa- 
Bev could have arisen either as a simple error 
of spelling or from harmonisation with the 
singular &SeAgov ... repirrocroOvros earlier in 
the sentence. This inadequately attested reading 
continued in the Textus Receptus. 

7 Nam ipsi arrol y&p ("Ipsi enim" Vg.). See 
on Jof. 3,34. 

7 quomodo wads ("quemadmodum" Vg.). This 


change is consistent with the usual Vulgate 
rendering of tds at other passages. However, 


EPISTOLA AD THESSALONICENSES 


Erasmus retained quemadmodum at Lc. 224. 
Lefévre made the same change at the present 
passage. 

7 inordinate gessimus nos tytoxtThoapev (“inquieti 
fuimus" Vg.). In Annot., Erasmus contends that 
the meaning of the verb &taxtéw here is the 
same as &róroos Treprrrocréo in vs. 6, and that 
the same rendering should therefore be used. 
See further on 1 Thess. 5,14. Valla Annot. similarly 
objected to the Vulgate inconsistency. Lefévre 
put inordinate versati fuimus, while Manetti’s 
version had inquieti sumus. 

8 accepimus tAGBouev (“manducauimus” Vg.). 
Erasmus here follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 
with support from some other late mss. The 
Vulgate was based on a Greek text having 
Épéryouev, as in codd. X$ AB DF GI, together 
with codd. 1, 2105, 2816 and most other mss. 
In Annot., Erasmus argues that &Aópousv fits 
better with the following words, rrap& Tivos. 
Lefèvre put comedimus, while mentioning both 
Greek variants in Comm. 

8 a quoquam Tap Tivos (“ab aliquo" Vg.). See 
on Rom. 15,18. Erasmus uses the same wording 
as Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put apud aliquem. 


8 cum èv (“in” 1516 = Vg.). See on Rom. 1,4. 
8 sudore uóx8co ("fatigatione" Vg.). A similar 
substitution occurs at 1 Thess. 2,9. See on 2 Cor. 
11,27, and Annot. The rendering of Lefévre was 
poena. 

8 dieque xoi ñuépav (“ac die" Vg. 1527; “et die” 
Vg. mss.). The 1527 Vulgate column follows the 
Froben editions of 1491 and 1514. See on Joh. 
1,39 for -que. Erasmus’ rendering is the same 
as that of Ambrosiaster and Lefévre. Manetti, 
and also Lefévre’s Vulgate column, had et die, 
as in the earlier Vulgate. 

8 facientes opus £pyatóyusvoi ("operantes" Vg.). 
A similar substitution of opus facientes occurs at 
1 Thess. 2,9. See on 1 Cor. 9,6. 


8 ad boc ne cui vestrum essemus oneri TpÒS TO 
uÀ &mpapficaí riva Uudv ("ne quem vestrum 
grauaremus" Vg.). See on 1 Thess. 2,9 (and also 
on Rom. 1,20 for comparable insertions of in 
boc). Erasmus' rendering partly resembles that 
of Ambrosiaster, ad hoc ne graues essemus cuiquam 
vestrum. Lefévre put ne cuipiam vestrum essemus 
grauamini (though in Comm., cuiquam replaced 
cuipiam). 

9 quod St (“quasi” Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 1,24, 
and Annot. Both Manetti and Lefèvre made the 
same change. 
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9 id nobis non liceat oux étyopev t&oucíav 
(“non habuerimus potestatem" Vg.). Cf. on Zoh. 
1,12 for a similar substitution. Although Eras- 
mus' choice of construction is less literal than 
the Vulgate, he more correctly represents the 
Greek present tense. In 1519-35 Annot., he cites 
the verb as a subjunctive, Éxcopev. Lefèvre put 
non habuissemus potestatem. 

9 exhibeamus Sõpev (“daremus” Vg.; “exhibere- 
mus” 1516-27). Erasmus looks for a verb more 
specifically suited to accompany formam. In 
Annot., he further objects to the Vulgate use of 
the imperfect subjunctive. A similar substitu- 
tion of exhibeo occurs at Act. 10,40. Lefèvre had 
praeberemus. 


10 Etenim «cà yóáp ("Nam et" Vg). See on 
1 Cor. 12,14. Manetti anticipated this change. 


10 boc toto (“haec” Vg. 1527). The use of 
the plural, haec, in the 1527 Vulgate column 
and the 1514 Froben Vulgate, lacks Greek ms. 
support. Erasmus' rendering agrees with the 
earlier Vulgate, Ambrosiaster and Lefévre (both 
columns). Both mss. of Manetti's version had 
bec (7 baec). 

10 praecipiebamus vrapnyy y&XNoysv (“denuncia- 
bamus” Vg). See on vs. 6, and Annot. The 
version of Erasmus has the same wording as 
Ambrosiaster. Lefévre put mandauimus. 

10 vt &r1 (“quoniam” Vg; "quod" 1516) 
For the removal of quoniam, see on Iob. 1,20. 
Erasmus' use of ot was partly due to the sub- 
stitution of praecipio earlier in the sentence. 
However, in view of the following imperative, 
Ec€i£Tco, at the end of the clause, it would have 
been acceptable to leave ST: untranslated, on 
the grounds that it introduces a direct quo- 
tation of something which the apostle had 
previously said. Erasmus’ 1516 rendering is the 
same as that of Ambrosiaster, Manetti and 
Lefévre. 


10 nollet où OAc: ("non vult" Vg). A simi- 
lar substitution of zolo for non volo occurs at 
2 Cor. 12,20. By using the imperfect subjunctive, 
Erasmus converts a direct quotation into indirect 
speech. 


10 is nec undé ("nec" Vg.). Erasmus adds a pro- 
noun, for the sake of clarity. Manetti had zon, 
and Lefèvre neque. 


10 ederet £c81&rco "manducet" Vg). See on Job. 
4,31 for the removal of manduco, and see above 
(on nollet) for Erasmus’ use of the imperfect 
subjunctive. 
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lléáxogopev yóp TIVAS TEPIMATOŬVTOŞ 
év Upiv é&ráxTos, unStv épyatoutvous, 
&AA& Trepiepyadouévous. rois St Toi- 
oUToIS TapayyétAAoutv Kol mapaka- 
AoUuev Sid ToU Kupiou fuóv 'InooU 
XpicToU, Íva perà fjouyxias èpyağó- 
evor, Tov éauTdv óprov éo8Íoociv. 
Biyeis Sé, &SeApol, uf?) èkkakńonTe 
KaAotroiotvTes. “Mel Sé mig Oty wma- 
Kovel TH Aóyo fjóv, 51k Tfjg èm- 
OTOANS | ToUTov onueiotobe, xol pÀ 
cuvavapiyvuc0e aüTO, Iva ivrparrij, 
Bai ut ds £x0póv yode, AAA 
voubeteite dos &SeApov. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


"Audimus enim quosdam versantes 
inter vos inordinate, nihil operis faci- 
entes, sed curiose agentes. "Iis autem 
qui sunt istiusmodi, praecipimus et 
obsecramus per dominum nostrum 
Iesum Christum, vt cum quiete ope- 
rantes, suum ipsorum panem edant. 
PVos autem fratres, ne defatigemini 
in benefaciendo. Quod si quis non 
obedit sermoni no |stro, per epistolam 
hunc indicate: et ne commercium ha- 
beatis cum illo, vt pudore suffundatur: 
5 neque velut inimicum habeatis, sed 
admonete vt fratrem. 


11 epyatopevous B-E: esyačopevous A | 14 nyov E: upov A-D 


11 versantes B-E: ambulantes 4 | 12 praecipimus B-E: denunciamus 4 | 14 per epistolam 
hunc C-E: hunc per epistolam A B | 15 neque B-E: et ne A 


11 Audimus éxovouev (Audiuimus" late Vg. 
and many Vg. mss., with Vg""). The use of the 
perfect tense, in most copies of the Vulgate, 
lacks explicit support from Greek mss. See 
Annot. The correction made by Erasmus gives 
the same wording as some mss. of the Vulgate 
(with Vg*), along with Manetti and Lefèvre 
Comm. 


11 quosdam versantes inter vos Twas Teprma- 
Tobvtas èv byiv (“inter vos quosdam ambulare" 
Vg.; "quosdam ambulantes inter vos” 1516). In 
the Vulgate, the position of the verb corresponds 
with tivas èv piv TreprrrocroOvras in cod. D. 
In using the present participle, Erasmus’ ren- 
dering is more literal. See on Joh. 7,1 for versor. 
In Annot., he also suggests obambulantes. Manetti 
and Lefévre both had ambulantes, placing this 
after inordinate. Lefévre further put quosdam 
inter vos for inter vos quosdam. 

11 inordinate &réros (“inquiete” Vg). See 
on vs. 7, and also on 1 Thess. 5,14, and Annot. 
The same change was made by Manetti and 
Lefèvre: for their word-order, see the previous 
note. 

11 operis facientes tpyalopévous operantes" 
Vg.). See on vs. 8, and on 1 Cor. 9,6. In Annot., 


Erasmus mentions agentes as an alternative ren- 
dering: this had been proposed by Valla Annot., 
as a means of preserving the connection between 
ipyátouot and trepiepyaZopan. 


12 Iis voi; ("His" Vg.). See on Rom. 4,12. 
Lefèvre had /55 in his translation as well as in 
his Vulgate text. Manetti replaced His autem qui 
eiusmodi sunt with Talibus autem. 


12 qui sunt istiusmodi Tovovrrois ("qui eiusmodi 
sunt” Vg.). See on 2 Cor. 2,6. For Manetti’s 
rendering, see the previous note. 


12 praecipimus tapayyéAAopev — (denuncia- 
mus" 1516 = Vg). See on vs. 6. Lefèvre put 
mandamus. 


12 per dominum nostrum lesum Christum Sià 
TOU Kupiou fav “Incod Xpiotoŭ (“in do- 
mino Iesu Christo” Vg.). The Vulgate reflects 
the substitution of év kupio “Incoot Xpiote 
(omitting fjuGv), as in codd. N* A B (D*) 
F G and a few other mss. Erasmus follows 
codd. 2815 and 2817, supported by 1, 2105, 
2816, with N © D° and most later mss. See 
Annot. Both Manetti and Lefévre made the 
same change (except for Lefévre’s accustomed 
spelling, Jhesum). 
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12 cum quiete petà jouylas ("cum silentio" 
Vg). Cf. the substitution of quiexerunt for 
siluerunt in rendering fjouy áo» at Le. 23,56. In 
the present context, as Erasmus discerns, the 
required meaning is “quietly” or “peacefully” 
but not necessarily in complete silence. His 
wording is identical with that of Ambrosiaster. 


12 suum ipsorum tov tautõv (“suum” Vg.). 
Erasmus seeks to convey more fully the meaning 
of the Greek reflexive pronoun. See Annot. 


12. edant to8iwoww (“manducent” Vg). See on 
Iob. 4,31. 


13 ne defatigemini ph exxoxhonte ("nolite de- 
ficere" Vg.). See on Rom. 11,18 for ne, and on 
2 Cor. 4,1 for defatigo. Manetti put ne deficiatis, 
and Lefèvre nolite cessare. 


13 benefaciendo xaxdoTroiotvtes (“benefacien- 
tes” Vg.). See on Gal. 6,9. Erasmus’ rendering 
resembles that of Ambrosiaster, who had in 
benefaciendo. Manetti had bonum operantes, and 
Lefèvre bonum facere. 


14 obedit &raxoóg ("obedierit" late Vg.). Eras- 
mus is more literal here, restoring the earlier 
Vulgate rendering. Manetti and Lefévre made 
the same change. 


14 sermoni vé) rbyw ("verbo" Vg). See on 
Iob. 1,1. The same substitution was made by 
Lefèvre. 


14 nostro jucov. In 1516-27, Erasmus’ Greek 
text followed cod. 2815 in putting Wpdv, in 
company with 2816**4, and also cod. B and a 
few later mss. His Latin version retained the 
Vulgate wording, based on a Greek text having 
fiu&v, as found in codd. 1, 2105, 2816", 2817 
and most other mss., commencing with Ñ A 
DFG. In 1527 Annot., Erasmus discussed both 
readings, but did not correct the discrepancy 
between his printed Greek and Latin texts until 
his final edition of 1535. By placing a comma 
after nostro and ńuč&v, he made it appear that 
the following phrase, Sià fis &rmioToAf|s, was 
connected with onperotote rather than with 
TÓ Aby. 


14 per epistolam bunc Sià TÄS &mioroMNfjs ToO- 
ov (“per epistolam hanc" late Vg.; “hunc per 
epistolam" 1516-19). The late Vulgate use of 
banc lacks Greek ms. support and probably 
reflects a simple scribal error, by attraction to 
the adjacent feminine noun, epistolam. Perhaps 
hoping to avoid a recurrence of this mistake, 
Erasmus in 1516-19 changed the word-order, 
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as well as substituting bunc. Then in 1522, 
and also in the separate Latin N.T. of 1521, he 
reverted to the reading of the earlier Vulgate. 
See Annot. He assigned this passage to the Loca 
Manifeste Deprauata. Ambrosiaster and Manetti 
likewise had per epistolam bunc. Lefévre (both 
columns) punctuated this as per epistolam: bunc, 
connecting the first two words with the pre- 
ceding sermoni. 


14 indicate onuerotiobe (“notate” Vg.). For Eras- 
mus’ preference for indico, cf. on Act. 23,15. 
However, in Annot., he acknowledges that soto 
expresses the literal meaning of the Greek 
word, in the sense of “mark with a brand”. 
Cod. 2817 had onpeioŭoða, with X D* FG 
and a few other mss. 


14 ne commercium habeatis yj auvavaytyvu- 
ofe (“non commisceamini" Vg.). For ne, see on 
Iob. 3,7, and cf. on Eph. 5,11 for commercium 
habeo. Erasmus retains commisceo in rendering 
this Greek verb at 1 Cor. 5,9, 11. Ambrosiaster 
and Lefévre had nolite conuersari (in Ambrosias- 
ter, conuersari was placed after cum eo). Manetti 
put ne commisceamini, as in some late Vulgate 
mss. 


14 pudore suffundatur &vxporri) (“confundatur” 
Vg.). See on 1 Cor. 4,14. In Annot., Erasmus also 
suggests pudefiat and rubore suffundatur. Lefévre 


put verecundetur. 


15 neque .. habeatis xoà ph ... fiyéio0e (“et 
nolite ... existimare" Vg; "et ne ... habeatis" 
1516). See on Rom. 11,18 for the removal of 
nolo. The substitution of habeo for existimo is 
consistent with Vulgate usage at 1 Thess. 5,13. 
At Hebr. 10,29, Erasmus uses abeo to replace 
duco in rendering the same Greek verb. Elsewhere 
he sometimes replaces existimo with arbitror. see 
on 1 Cor. 7,26. Manetti and Lefèvre had et non 
4 existimate. 


15 velut cos ("quasi" Vg.). See on Iob. 1,14. In 
Annot., Erasmus alternatively proposes vt, which 
was the rendering of Lefèvre, and which would 
have been more consistent with Erasmus' reten- 
tion of vt for ds later in the present verse. In 
adopting velut, he gives the same rendering as 
Ambrosiaster. Manetti put tanquam. 


15 admonete vouðereïre (“corripite” Vg.). 
See on Rom. 15,14. In Annot., Erasmus cites 
“Ambrose” (i.e. Ambrosiaster) as having monete, 
without mentioning that his own preference 
for admonete coincided with the rendering of 
Lefèvre. Valla Annot. suggested commonefacite. 
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16 AUTds BE ó KUpIOS Tfjs elprjvns ŝon 
Uyiv Tijv eiphvnv Sia Tavtds £v mavti 
TpdoTr. Ó KUPIOS HET TravVTOV ÚLŐV. 
176 &oTracpds TH epi) xeipl MawAou, 6 
&oTi onuelov èv mTot Eri TOM]. OUTS 
ypéqo. 1 xápis ToU kuplou fjuGv "In- 
coU XpicToU peta Trávrov Gav. dunv. 


Eypdgn ard A6nvóv. 


16 dominus ó kopios (“deus” late Vg.). The late 
Vulgate reading corresponds with the substitu- 
tion of ó 6eds in codd. F G. The versions of 
Manetti and Lefévre made the same correction 
as Erasmus. 


16 Tis eiprivns. These words, which are present 
in nearly all mss., were omitted by cod. 2815. 
16 semper 5i& ravrós ("sempiternam" Vg.). 
Erasmus is more accurate here. See Annot. For 
other instances of the removal of sempiternus, 
see on Rom. 1,20. The change made by Erasmus 
agrees with the wording offered by Ambrosiaster, 
Valla Annot. and Lefèvre. 


16 omnibus modis tv mavti vpómo (“in omni 
loco" Vg.) The Vulgate reflects the replace- 
ment of tpdtre by TóTrG, as in codd. A* D* 
F G and a few other mss., including cod. 2105 
(text). Erasmus follows codd. 2815 and 2817, 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


'éIpse autem dominus pacis det 
vobis pacem semper omnibus modis. 
Dominus sit cum omnibus vobis. 
17 Salutatio mea manu Pauli, quod est 
signum in omni epistola. Ita scribo. 
3 Gratia domini nostri Iesu Christi sit 
cum omnibus vobis. Amen. 


Missa fuit ex Athenis. 


supported by 1, 2105" (ie. Theophylact), 
2816 and most other mss., commencing with 
N A*" B Dor, See Annot. Because of the 
similarity of spelling, an accidental change was 
capable of producing either of these readings, 
but tpótæ seems better suited to the present 
context. The rendering advocated by Valla Annot. 
and Lefévre was in omni modo. 


16 Dominus & «upios ("Deus" Annot., lem- 
ma). The reading attributed to the Vulgate in 
Annot. lacks Greek ms. support. Most Vulgate 
mss., Ambrosiaster, Manetti and Lefévre (both 
columns) had Dominus. 

18 sit cum pete (“cum” Vg.). For the addition 
of sit, see on Rom. 16,20. 

Subscriptio Erasmus’ omission of rpós Oeo- 
coAovikéds Seutépa, at the beginning of this 
subscription, was not supported by cod. 2817. 


* 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


GENERAL ABBREVIATIONS 


original text of a manuscript or printed edition 


adv. aduersus 
alt. alterum (7 second) 
cod., codd. codex, codices 
Comm., comm commentary 
compend. compendium, or abbreviation 
corr corrector, correction 
ed editio 
Epist. Epistulae 
exe, excepto, exceptis 
exx. exemplaria (7 some copies) 
ital. litteris italicis (7 in italic or smaller type) 
Lat. Latin 
mg margin 
ms., mss manuscript, manuscripts 
om. omittit, omittunt 
rom. litteris romanis (7 in roman type) 
supp supplement by a later scribe 
tert. tertium 
vid videtur (= the presumed wording of a poorly legible text) 
VS., VSS. verse, verses 
THE BIBLE 

Old Testament (O.T.) 
Gn. Genesis Esth. Esther Ioel Joel 
Ex. Exodus Iob Job Am. Amos 
Lo. Leviticus Ps. Psalms Ob. Obadiah 
Nu. Numbers Pro. Proverbs lon. Jonab 
Dt. Deuteronomy Ecd. Ecclesiastes Meh. Micah 
Tos. Joshua Ct. Song of Nab. Nahum 
Iudic. Judges Solomon Hab. Habakkuk 
Reb. Ruth Is. Isaiah Zpb. Zephaniah 
1, 2 Sm. 1, 2 Samuel Ir. Jeremiah Hgg. Haggai 
1, 2 Rg 1, 2 Kings Thr. Lamentations Zeh. Zechariah 
1, 2 Chr. 1, 2 Chronicles Ez. Ezekiel ML Malachi 
Esr. Ezra Dn. Daniel 
Neh. Nehemiah Hos. Hosea 

New Testament (N.T.) 
Mt. Mattbew Gal. Galatians Phm. Philemon 
Mc Mark Eph. Ephesians Hebr. Hebrews 
Le Luke Phil. Philippians lac James 
Iob. John Col, Colossians 1, 2 Petr. 1, 2 Peter 
Act. Acts of the 1, 2 Thess. 1, 2 Thessalo- 1, 2, 3 Iob. 1, 2, 3 John 

Apostles nians Iud. Jude 

Rom. Romans 1,2 Tim. — 1, 2 Timothy Ap. Iob. Revelation 
1, 2 Cor. 1, 2 Corinthians | Tit. Titus 
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Adag. 
Ad Placandos 


Annot. 
Apolog, resp. Iac. Lop. Stun. 


Epist. apolog. adv. Stun. 
Loca Manifeste Deprauata 


Loca Obscura 


Paraphr. in Eleg. Laur. Vallae 
Quae Sint Addita 

Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei 

Resp. ad collat. inv. geront. 
Soloecismi 


Aland Die Paulinischen Briefe 
vols. 1-4 


PL 
Manetti 
N? 


Valla Annot. 
Vg. 


NOVVM TESTAMENTVM 


ERASMUS 


Adagiorum Chiliades 

Ad placandos cos, qui putant in sacris libris nihil neque 
superesse, neque deesse, quaedam. excerpsimus 

Annotationes in Nouum Testamentum 


Apologia respondens ad ea quae lac. Lopis Stunica taxauerat 
in prima duntaxat Noui Testamenti. aeditione 


Epistola apologetica aduersus Stunicam 


Loca manifeste deprauata, sed ex infinitis, vt occurrebant, 
pauca. decerpta 


Loca Obscura et in quibus lapsi sint magni nominis interpretes, 
ex innumeris pauca. decerpta 


Paraphrasis in Elegantias Laurentii Vallae 

Quae sint addita in nostris exemplaribus 

Responsio ad annotationes Eduardi Lei 

Responsio ad collationes cuiusdam iuuenis gerontodidascali 

Soloecismi per interpretem admissi manifestarii et inexcusabiles, 
e plurimis pauci decerpti 


OTHER SOURCES 


Aland, K., et al., Text und Textwert der griechischen Hand- 
schriften des Neuen Testaments, it, Die Paulinischen Briefe 
(Berlin and New York, 1991: vols. 16-19 in Arbeiten 
zur neutestamentlichen Textforschung) 


Erasmus, Des., Opera Omnia (Amsterdam, 1969-) 
Corpus Christianorum. Series Latina (Turnhout, 1954-) 


Corpus scriptorum ecclesiasticorum Latinorum 
(Vienna, 1866-) 


Erasmus, Des., Opus epistolarum, ed. P. S. Allen 
(Oxford, 1906-1958, 12 vols.) 


Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der erste drei Jahr- 
bunderte (Leipzig, 1897-1941; Berlin and Leipzig, 1953; 
Berlin, 1954-) 


Erasmus, Des., Opera Omnia (Leiden, 1703-1706, 10 vols.) 
Lefèvre, J., S. Pauli epistolae XIV ex Vulgata (Paris, 1512) 


Migne, J.-P., Patrologiae cursus completus, series Graeca 
(Paris, 1857-1866, 161 vols.) 


Migne, J.-P., Patrologiae cursus completus, series Latina 
(Paris, 1844-1865, 221 vols.) 


Manetti, Giannozzo, Testamentum Nouum traductum ex 
Greco (see p. 14, n. 12, above) 


Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum Graece 
(Stuttgart, 1993: 27th edition) 
Valla, Lorenzo, Adnotationes (Paris, 1505) 
Latin Vulgate translation of the Bible (see p. 16, above) 


INDEX VERBORVM 


(This index, which is by no means exhaustive, offers a key 
to the points of vocabulary which are discussed in the commentary.) 


&yo9ós 141 
&yapos 235 
&yorráco 336 
åyiáčw 167 
&yiaouós 385 
&yicocuvn 385, 643 
ayvigw 381 
&yvónpa 322 
&yvoia 322 
&yvós 381, 390 
&yvórns 381 
&yvoocía 322 
&yc 40, 95 


&ycvílouc 263, 599, 622 


&&drravos 261 
é&5nuovéo 569 
&Bikéo 619 
Sikia 35 
&6pórns 401-2 
&Súvaros 160 
&upos 220 
é&Ocréco 462, 468 
&Oupéc 617 
aioxpoAoyía 612 
aioxpós 277 
aioxpóTns 531 
aioyxuvn 579 
airéc 592 
aixpaAcoreUco 413 
alxuaAcríZo 413 
aicov 269, 389 
éKaipéopar 583 
e&KaKos 182 
é&Kxaptros 304, 533 
éxatactacia 309-10 
éxépaios 183 
àkoń 119, 464 
ékoAov8Éo 265 
éxpacia 235 
éxpipds 535, 650 
Ahea 590 


GREEK 


GAAG 59, 537 
époprávo 619 
épáprnua 55 
épaproAós 87 
G&ueprrTos 565 
&uéeutrtws 565, 633, 656 
éperapéAnTos 132 
dpapntos 565 
&ucopos 496 
avayyéAAw 387 
&vayivoocko 623 
évayxaios 569 
&v&yc 116-17 
àvaðdAAw 583 
&vakaívocis 135 
é&vaxoAUTrro 363 
&voxepoAatóc 147 
&vakpívo 202 
&voAauBéávo 546 
évaAioko 665 
&vaAoyía 137 
é&vapipvricko 216, 393 
&vomAnpóo 489-90 
évactatéw 483-4 
d&véyKAntos 189 
&veEepeUvryros. 133 
&ve£rxvíac Tos 133 
åvéxopar 419 
é&viko 531, 617 
&vfjp 233 
évOpwtrdpeckos 543 
éviornur 535 
é&véntos 27, 462 
&volyco 382 
é&vopía 383 

&voyi 39, 55 
&vrarmroóíBopi 134 
&vramró6oua 124 
avtanddocis 619 
&vTéyouad 654 
&vTí 539, 666 


&vTíkeipon. 663 
évTiAnyis 295 
ávTipicOÍía 34 
avtiotpatevouar 89 
&vo 610 

&voO0ev 475 

gios 96, 315, 330, 657 
&&ícos 175-6 
àóparos 594 
éroAAoTpióc 509 
&rávTncis 649-50 
émapyü 127, 177 
é&mérrn 603 
é&rreíüeix 505 
é&rreiBéo 42, 174-5 
émepio Tác Tos 245 
é&mépxopoa 173 
é&méyc 587 
émiotia 65 
é&rroGeíkvuui. 663 
émokoAuTTO 28 
é&troxdauyis 308 
àmokapaðokia 96-7 
é&rrókpipa 341 
é&mokpürrTo 199 
écroxteives 511 
écrrdéAAup 267 
é&moAoyía 255, 390 
àmopéopar 367, 478 
&rroppavítco 637 
é&rocTepéoo 227 
émocToA 23 
&rrócToAos 21, 403 
é&mroToAu&o 120 
étrotéyws 445 
&róxpnois. 609 
&rTopod 233 
a&traAeia 579, 663 
&pa 73-4 

&pá 53 

åphóčw 420 
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&ppapov 348 
&ppwotos 285 
&potvokoírns 228 
&pt1 331, 664 
àpxh 545 
&céAysia 486 
&cOevécoo 91 
åoðévnya 160 
å&oðevńs 91 
&oc1Trov8os 37 
gotatéw 215 
&otopyos 37 
&cuveros 31 
&cüvOeTos 37 
&cynuovéco 246, 297 
&oyxnuocoUvr 34 
àoxhuov 292 
é&ccoría 535 
é&roaxTéo 671 
&rakTos 654 
&rákTos 654 
écripdGoo 31, 47 
a&tipia 279, 324, 427 
&ripos 214 
&rouos 327 
&totros 669 
auyagw 364-5 
ouBaipetos 395 
ovEdven 418, 524 
avEnois 525 
aUTápkns 584 
aUToU, auTOv 34 
&peibla 609 

åpń 524-5 
àpðapcia 41, 550 
&pbaptos 31, 264 
&pínui 237 
&pópos 332 
&popiZa 459 
&ppwv 31, 322 


BáGos 104, 133, 394 
Bapéw 372 

Bapos 491, 631 
BaciAeUo 213 
Paoráčæ 160, 491 
PdeAVccopa 46 
BéAos 547 
Biorikós 225 
PAaconuía 530 
pBAéro 98, 572 
BovAevoual 345 
Bovan 499 
Ppapeiov 263 


Bpõpa 157 
Bpadois 157 
pueós 429 


yapéw 236, 242 

yap 51, 97, 136, 291 

yaotihp 651 

yév(v)nua 409 

yeopyiov 206 

yivopon 21, 83, 124 

yiwookco 202, 302, 465 

yvücios 567 

yvnoícs 567 

yvoun 249 

yvwpifw 110-11, 186, 
393, 514-15 

yvéots 45 

yuv 232 


Sé 233 

Sénois 114, 411, 620 
Serypatigeo 606-7 
Seikvupt 295 

Stopar 379 

Sépw 265 


Séxouor 421, 476-7, 547-8, 


621, 627, 634-5 
Sos 319 
SnAdw 591 
Sid 555 
Bid BoAos 528 
Siaxovéw 401 
Siaxovia 137, 287, 358, 

404, 409 
Sidxovos 175, 551 
Sioxpives 159 
Siókpicis 150 
Biadoyiopes 565 
Sidvoia 35 
Siaropevopar 171 
Biaotpégw 565 
Sari 113 
Biagpépw 45, 456 
&i5akróg 201 
Si5áokaAos 45 
Bibácko 527 
Siwy 659, 671 
Siépyouar 71, 331 
SikaiocUvn 47, 61 
Sixaidw 43, 101 
Sixaiwpa 47, 61, 74 
Bixaiwors 61, 74 
Sióm 29 
Sis 586 
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Sixootacia 487 
Sicoko 140, 295, 576-7 
5okéc 213, 455 
BokiuáZco 397 

Sokiu 353 

Sdéxipos 179 

So0A1dw 53 

$o0Aóo 363-4 

5ópa 586 

So0€d0u 101, 126, 359 
5ócig 585 

SouvAeiw 24 

5oUAog 151 

SUvayor 165 

SuUvajus 22, 289, 303, 434 
Suvarrós 130, 435 
Seopec 73, 411 
5cpsáv 462 

Sapnua 73 


áw 269 

Eyypágo 357 
Eysípoo 67, 84, 149 
tykorroAeimoo 367 
éyxevtpife 127 
éyKoTrt 169 
éyxparreyouar 263-4 
slos 91 

elSwAciov 253 
eiSaAdbuTos 249 
tl&coAoA&Tpns 222 
elSwarodatpia 269 
ciSwAov 46 

elk) 145 

eltrep 93 

elpnvetoo 142 

cls 64, 73, 419, 609, 633 
ticakouc 306 
elogpyopor 131 
tíco6os 629 

elta 294, 314 

eire. 432 

ik, ££ 389 

Ékpaoig 269 
ixyauílco 247 
ix6nuéc 374 
ixOikéo 142, 413-14 
&Biknois 142 
ÉkBikog 145 

éxSUe 373 
exGntéw 53 
éxxaxtw 491 
éxkAdoo 127 
EkAnoía 311, 623 
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exKAiveo 53 

éxAUw 491 
ixpopéo 415 
tAattovéw 399-400 
fAéyyo 307, 533-4 
EAsÉco 363 
EAevOepdw 81 
“EAAnv 194-5 
EXAoyto 71 
ipporeUco 607 
éupévon 465 
éuTritrAn 171 
éuttpoob_ev 577, 637 
Eugavtis 120 

év 22, 28, 46, 68, 102 
évderyua 658 
évBeixvunt 403 
EvBei€is 403 
tv6nuéo 373-4 
ëvõogoş 214 

tv5uc 372 
Evépyeia 289 
tvepyéco 84-5, 564-5 
tvépynua 289 
èvepyńs 332 

evexo 481 

évvopios 262 
tvipomri 225 
ivruyxéávoo 99 
évtuttéw 359 
t£aípo 223 
tEatratde 86, 209 
&&orropéouoi. 341 
&&&pxouoa. 354, 628 
t£ecTi 432-3 
t£nxéopoi 627-8 
eEiotnut 376 
t£opuooo 477 
t&ouOevéo 151, 476, 655 
t£ovoía 252 

&w 369, 621, 647 
éoptagw 221 
étrayysAia 467 
érranvéw 164 
Eraípoo 413 
étravatrawopor 44 
étrel 51, 129 
meih 193-4 
étreita 314 
étrexteivopar 577 
étrev8vopar 373 
tmé«o 566 

èni 64, 81, 112, 224, 645 
Emipapéco 351 


étriyeios 371 
imrywooko 514-15 
étriyvwois 34, 54-5, 514 
émriBavetios 213 
imi&uuía 31, 34, 149-50 
émkaAUtTrtTo 60 
émitroBéw 372 
émritroBia 169 
étrionpos 178 
émotdopar 240 
ématpigpw 449 
émouvaywyt 661 
émiovotacis 429 
mitay 185 
étriteAéw 395 
émitipde 351 
émitipia 351 
éripavera 665 
émripanie 535 
émrigépw 51 
tmixopnyéíco 465 
étroiwKoSopéw 207 
épyatopar 255, 618 
tpnuia 429 
epideia 439 
Epis 486-7 
foxaros 213, 315 
foo 89 
étepoyAwocos 306 
čti 51 
evayyeriZw 260-1, 
313, 418-19 
evcpeotos 135, 617 
tübokéo 171, 374, 451, 632 
evSoxla 114, 497, 543 
eùkaipéw 333 
eUAoyéc 140 
evAoyntds 33 
evAoyia 181-2 
tÜvoia 543 
evoSdw 329 
euTrpdobextos 167, 379 
eüTpoccoréc 493 
eVonuos 302-3 
tUoyxnuóvos 149 
tücynpooUvn 293 
evoxtov 245 
eUTparreAía 531 
tÜenuos 583 
evppaives 163, 349 
evyopar 443 
eùwsia 355, 531 
épatrag 314 
épeupeTns 36 
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éy8pa 509-10 
Ex0pós 319 
Exc) 398 


GijAos 115, 405, 623 
ZnAdw 295, 312-13 
Snuta 573 

Enuidw 207, 574 
Gntéw 122, 210 
Cupdw 220 


Čwomoitw 64 


^j 281 

tyyéouar 561, 673 
An 664 

Aikos 600 
fiuépa 211 
ficvxia 673 
fxéo 295 


Bavatów 95, 382 
Bappéw 373, 411-12 
GéAw 424 
BeueArów 519 
Geootuyts 36 
Bedtns 604 
Onoaupige 40-1 
OAIB 339, 367 
6pncxeía. 607 
6poéc 661-2 
Buds 529 

8ucía 271 
OvciacTüjpiov 259 
Bapa 547 


Tapa 295 

ie 129 

{S105 537 
iepoupyéo 167 
ikavóş 315, 357 
ikavórns 358 
fAaothpiov 55 
iva. 125 

icórns 399 
iodyuxos 567 
fotnut 57 
iotopte 453 
loxupós 195, 214 
ioxus 503 


KaGaipecis 413 
Kaðámep 59 
Kabapds 158 
Kanyon 309 
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Kaðopáw 29 
Kafds 26, 323 
kal 26 
Kaipds 69, 535 
Kokia 35 
kakosa 36 
KaAéw 106-7 
KaAAiéAatog 130 
KaAds 141 
kacs 585 
káumtw 122 
Kkamnàecvw 355 
KkarT& 51, 185, 317, 375, 463 
KaTaBoAn 495-6 
karappapeuc 607 
KarayivocKo 458 
Karáyw 116 
karabovAÓo 427 
karougXUvo 68, 276 
KarTakaico 207 
Karékeipad 253 
kavékpipa 73, 90 
KataKpives 91 
karákpiois 359 
KaraAoi& 439 
KaTáAaAos 36 
KaraauBávæ 519, 651 
KataAeitrw 638 
KaraAUc 371 
KatavapKde 436-7 
KatavTdw 269, 523, 575 
karápa 467 
Katapyéw 50, 77, 83, 482 
kataptige 111, 189 
KaTapTtiais 444 
Karackám To 122 
karévavri 63 
KarevcooTriov. 355 
katepyaGoua 34, 85, 88, 
219, 409, 546 
karreoOíc 485 
Kartyo 243 
KATH KEW 
KatoTrTpiZopai 363 
Koüxnua 58-9 
Kouynois 59 
Keipon 557 
K&Aeucpa 649 
Kevds 455 
Kevdow 63, 192, 563 
Kévrpov 328 
küpuypa 185 
Kng&s 458 
KiGapigw 302 


KkAaíco 243 

KAnpovouéco 227, 487 

KAipa 453 

Koide 314 

Koivové&o 172-3, 533 

Koivovía 171-2, 189, 270, 
383, 395 

Kotveoves 127, 271, 341 

KoAapife 434 

KoAA&o 230 

kouóo 278 

kóum 279 

xouíZo 375 

Kotridw 599 

KóTros 494 

Kocuokp&rTop 545 

Kócpos 389 

Kpataidw 333 

Kparrée 608 

Kpétos 503 

Kpauvyt) 529 

kpriocov 236 

Kpeicowv 295 

Kpiua 73, 90, 144, 227 

Kpiveo 101, 226, 349 

KpuTrtdés 211, 363 

Kpupt) 534 

KtiZoo 32 

KTiois 29 

KUKA® 168 

Kupiórns 503 

Kupóc 352, 468 

KOQAUc 26 


AapB&vo 70, 421, 
548, 576 

AarpeUc) 24 

Asitoupyia 409, 566-7 

Afwig 585 

Alav 421 

Aí8og 359 

Aoyia 329 

AoyiGouat 39, 47, 59, 96, 
210, 412, 421 

Aoyikóg 135 

Aóyiov 49 

AoiSopos 223 

Aoitrév 210, 243 

Aoittés 525 

Aumm 407 

Avos 242 


paívopoi 376 
poxapicuós 59 
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Mokpáv 509 
poKpobupéw 297 
poxpobupla 39 
uaptupéw 55 
paprüpouai 481 
pataideos 30 
udtoios 317 
peyáAcs 583 
pebobeia 523-4, 545 
uéupopot 109 
uévæw 235-6 
epiw 136 
uépipva. 429 
pepiuvóco. 243 
uepís 593 
uecitns 470 
pecdtoryov 509 
peta&{Sau 138 
perakivéo 597 
peTaAAdoow 33 
uerapopqóco 135 
ueracynucríGo 211 
ueroxyr 383 
uéxpi 570-1 
undels 209 
upvüoxopat 275 
uoĝðaroSocia 124 
pioðóş 34, 260 
uveia 25, 140 
uvnpoveuc 275, 
508, 663 
porx&opotd 46 
potyeUco 46 
uóx8os 429, 671 
pópior 215 
puotipiov 497-8, 541 
ucpáopotd 380 
popaives 193 
poopds 195 


vai 57, 346, 569, 581 
vů 321 
vnmiáčw 305 
viymios 45, 203 
vonua 364, 413 
vopíGc 241 
voubecia 269 
vouletéw 166 
vouunvía 607 
vous 35 
vux8rjuepov 429 
vartov 125 


£upác 276-7 
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d8uvn 105 
ofa 155, 653 
oikérns 151 
oikntrpiov 372 
oikia 371 
oikoðouń 445, 513 
olxovépos 184-5 
olkos 177, 191 
olkoupevn 119 
oikreipco 108-9 
dAobpev tts 268 
OAoTEATS 656 
ópoiów 112-13 
ópoiopa 91 
ópoAoyía 410 
Ópcos 468 
óveiBicuós 161 
óvouá?co 223 
óTíoo 577 
Spe€is 34 
ópOorroBéo 459 
dpitw 22 
ógióTns 643 
doTtis 482 
ócTpókivos 366 
ócopnois 291 
ÓTav 444 

Ste 299 

6t1 99, 467 
oUv 148, 360 
oUTos 168, 225 
ógeAos 321 
óg9oApoBouAsia 617 
óyoviov 81 


TáOnpa 84, 96, 488 

TráOos 33, 611 

TraiBeía 542 

maðevw 381-2 

Tán 545 

má 130, 163 

travoTtAla 545 

travoupyia 420 

Travtes 52 

map& 32-3, 152 

Tapópaois 46-7 

Tapof&rns 47 

Tapayivouo 330 

Trapaderypatizes 606-7 

Trapadsiseur 80, 538 

Tapábocis 275 

tTrapagnAdw 119, 125 

TrapakoAéc 181, 309, 379, 
634, 667-8 


TrapéKerar 88 
TapóxAno:s 395 
TapaAapBávo 634-5 
mTapapévæ 331 
T'aparrAfjciov 570 
tTrapatrtwpa 67, 125, 506 
Trapappovew 427 
tépei 330, 374 
Trapeiodye 455 
Trapepyopar 377 
Trapexw 619 
T'apicTávo 79, 538 
Trápo8os 331 
trapopyige 119 
Tapopyicuós 528 
trapovala 335, 559 
Tappncía 360, 517 
mappnoidčouar 629 
Tarrpi& 518 
trove 501 
reid 42, 103, 341, 350, 
555, 573 
Treipacpos 475-6 
trevOion 218 
TrvTnKooT!) 332 
tretrolOnois 345, 573 
mepi 155, 550, 589 
Tepiaipée 362 
TrepiG@vvuut 546-7 
Tepikóáðappa 215 
Tepitratéa 647 
Trepitroinors 501, 653 
Tepicoew 51 
Tepiaods 49 
Trepicodtepov 315 
Tepiacotépws 315, 392, 
427-8, 451 
tepiynua 215 
Teptrepevopnat 297 
TrÉpuci 404-5 
TnAikos 492-3 
Ti8avoAoyia 601 
TimtpdacKe 87 
TicTEUC 49, 117, 660 
T1cTÓS 211 
TrAavaw 86 
TÀávn 523-4 
TAdvos 381 
TAdcow 109 
TÀeovázo 51, 251, 
369, 642-3 
TÀsovekréo 353, 386 
TAcovegia 407, 527 
Any? 428 
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TÀn8Uvo 642-3 
TAT 277 
TAnpopopéw 65 
TÀnpogopía 601 
TÀnpóo 147, 165, 571, 
587, 622-3 
mAhpwa 148, 173, 402, 504 
TÀmncpovr 609-10 
TÀoucícs 615 
TÀouTéo 188, 397 
trAouTIZo 188 
TAÀoÜUTos 507, 598-9 
mota 53, 109 
moina 29, 507 
TroAitela 509 
TOÀAÀÓkig 402-3 
TOoÀuTOÍkIAos 517 
ToAUs 506 
Tovnpla 35 
TÓvog 623 
topevouar 330-1 
Tropbée 451 
tropvela 440 
Tropvevw 231, 267 
TÓpvn 230 
Tópvos 221 
Tote 85 
trotigeo 291 
TtpaóTns 217, 487 
To&coo 37, 47, 375 
Trpérrei 278 
TpoyivacKkw 121 
Trpoypagw 463 
tpoettrov 112, 386 
Tpoépxouotd. 406 
T'poeuay yeAMGouot 465 
Tponyéopat 139 
Tipo6scuía 472 
trpobupla 398-9 
Tpokórrro 149 
trpodauBdves 281, 489 
Tpovoéo 141 
trpoopigw 100 
TpoTeptre 171 
wpds 120, 374-5, 628 
Tpocaywyn 67, 511 
Trpocavaribnp 452 
TrpogeSpev 259 
Trpoceux7) 25, 620 
Trpóckaipos 371 
Tpockaprepéo 146-7 
T'pockaprépnois 549 
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magnifico 101, 164 
maledicentia 157, 530 
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maledictum 467 
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manifesto 28, 591, 611 
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meretrix 230 
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ministro 401 
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minus 421 
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mitto 119 
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modo 331 
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mollicies 611 
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moneo 166 
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multus 506 
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munus 21, 411, 586 
murus 431 
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ne 131 
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nescius 37, 40 
nihil 211 
nimius 506 
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noctu 652 
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nomine 212-13 
nomino 106, 223 
nonnulli 126 
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notifico 186 
noto 673 
nouilunium 607 
nouissime 315 
nouissimus 213 
nouitas 135 
nubo 236 
nullus 141, 153 
numen 663 
nunc 331, 664 
nuncubi 345 
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oblocutor 36 
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obsigno 173 
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obtestatio 395 
obtestor 634 
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obuiam 649-50 
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occultus 211 
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odor 355 

odoratus 291 
offendiculum 113, 275 
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offensio 113, 275 
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olfactus 291 

oliua 127-8 

omneis 351 

omnis 551 

onero 372 

onerosus 436-7 

operatio 289 

operor 34, 84-5, 219, 
255, 618 

opitulatio 295 

opportunitas 535, 583 

opprimo 645, 651 

opprobrium 161 

opto 443 

opulente 615 

opulentia 507 
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oraculum 49 

oratio 25, 411 

orbo 637 
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ostendo 56, 295, 
403, 663 

ostensio 56, 403 
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palma 263 

par 96, 657 

parce 407 

parciter 407 
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pareo 443 

pario 34 

particeps 127, 341 
participatio 270, 383, 593 
participo 259 
partior 136 

partus 651 

paruulus 203 

pasco 143 

passio 33, 96 
patefacio 28 

patens 53 
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patiens 297 
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patior 269, 419 
patro 219 

paululum 220 
paupertas 397 
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peccatum 55, 67, 506 
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perditus 663 
peregre 374 
pereo 267 
perfectio 115 
perfectus 189 
perficio 48, 88, 111, 396, 
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perinde 217 
permaneo 235-6, 
331, 466 
permano 182 
perperam 297 
perpetro 34 
perpetuus 29 
persequor 140, 577 
persuasio 65, 601 
persuasorius 199 
perterrefacio 415 
pertineo 167, 531 
pertingo 575 
pertono 627-8 
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peruado 71 
peruenio 113, 523, 578 
peruersus 565 
peruideo 29 
peto 592 
pignus 348 
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placeo 171 
plaga 428 
plane 650 
plenitudo 148, 173, 
401-2, 601 
plenus 604, 622-3 
ploro 243 
plureis 261 
poenitentia 132 
pollicitatio 467 
pono 557 
portio 137 
porto 160, 491 
posco 592 
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possum 130, 165, 398 
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posthac 51 
postquam 193 
postremo 315 
postremus 213 
postulo 99, 592 
potens 130, 435 
potentia 22, 503 
potestas 22 

potior 295 

potius 32-3, 142, 305 
poto 291 

prae 463 

praecedo 139, 149 
praecello 49 
praeceptor 45 
praeceptum 185 
praecingo 546-7 
praecipio 669 
praeconium 185 
praedefinio 100 
praedestino 22, 100 
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praedico 112, 313, 386 
praefero 139 
praefinio 100, 472 
praegnans 651 
praemium 34, 260, 263 
praenuncio 465 
praeoccupo 489 
praepedio 26, 169 
praescio 121 
praescribo 472 
praesens 241, 330 
praesentia 335, 559, 664 
praesto 146, 619 
praesumo 281 
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praetereo 377 
praeteritus 398, 404-5 
praeuaricatio 46-7 
praeuaricor 47 
praeuenio 406 
praeuideo 465 
precatio 620 
precium 653 

premo 367 

prex 25 

primatus 595 
primitiae 127, 177 
primitiuus 177 
principatus 545 
prior 527, 577 
pristinus 527 
priuatim 454 


INDEX VERBORVM 
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pro 23, 343, 589 
probabilitas 601 
probatio 353 
probatus 179 
probo 171, 397 
probrum 276, 279 
probus 179 
procax 297 
procedo 311 
procido 307 
procuro 402 
prodo 534 
produco 171 
proficiscor 311, 315, 
330-1, 354 
profligo 223 
profunditas 104, 133 
profundum 104 
profundus 394 
progredior 149 
prohibeo 26 
promissio 65, 467 
promptitudo 398-9 
promptus 27, 395 
propago 74 
propensus 114, 139 
propheticus 185 
propinquus 509 
propitiator 55 
propositum 497 
propter 113, 146, 555 
propterea 29, 146, 163 
prosequor 138 
prouentus 269, 409 
prouide 141 
prouideo 141, 465 
prouoco 119 
prout 286 
prudentia 93, 193, 514 
psallo 163 
psalmus 308 
publicus 509 
pudefacio 68 
pudet 27 
pudicus 582 
pugil(is) 264-5 
punctum 327 
purgamentum 215 
purifico 381 
puritas 381 
purus 158, 381 
pusillus 617 
puto 213, 241, 412 


quaero 210 

qualis 217 

qualiter 633 

quamdiu 82, 125 

quamobrem 33 

quamuis 369 

quando 299 

quandocunque 170 

quandoquidem 57, 194 

quanquam 259 

quantum 27 

quare 155 

quasi 113, 203, 261 

quatenus 71, 125 

quemadmodum 26, 59, 77 

querela 565 

qui 101 

quia 68 

quicunque 283, 465, 482 

quidam 126 

quidem 80 

quies 673 

quippe 97 

quis 69 

quisquam 167 

quisque 136 

quisquis 283, 482 

quo 26 

quoad 82 

quod 47 

quomodo 77, 101, 359, 
553, 670-1 

quondam 85 

quoniam 57, 97, 99 

quotidie 320-1 

quotquot 465 

quum 299, 373, 444, 464 


radicor 519 
ratio 69, 137 
rationabilis 135 
rationalis 135 
rebello 89 
recenseo 107 
recipio 421, 627 
recito 623 
recolo 393 
reconciliator 55 
recondo 40-1, 199 
recte 585 
recumbo 253 
redarguo 533-4 
reddo 126, 134 
redigo 427 
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reduco 116-17 
refero 387 
refert 456 
refocillo 175 
refrigero 175 
regio 168, 453 
regno 213 
reiectamentum 215, 574-5 
reiectio 126-7 
reimpleo 489-90 
reliqui 26-7 
remaneo 638 
renouatio 135 
rependo 134 
repensatio 124 
repleo 165, 587 
repono 40-1 
reporto 375 
reprehendo 380 
reprehensibilis 458 
reprehensus 458 
repromissio 65 
repugno 89 
reputo 47, 59 
requiesco 45 
requiro 53, 210 
rescindo 468 
resideo 638 
resono 295 
respectus 544 
responsio 255 
resurgo 67, 84, 535, 610 
resuscito 67 
retaliatio 124 
retego 28, 363 
retineo 663 
retribuo 134 
retributio 124-5, 619 
retro 577 
reuelatio 308 
reuelo 28 
reuereor 541 
reuertor 173 
reuigeo 583 
rigidus 445 
robur 503 
robustus 195 
rogo 181, 379 
rudis 27 

rudus 574 
rursum 129, 163 


sacramentum 497-8, 541 
sacrarium 259 
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sacrificium 271, 566-7 
saecularis 225 
saeculum 389 
saepenumero 402-3 
saluator 537 
salus 547 
salutaris 547 
sanatio 295 
sanctificatio 385 
sanctifico 167 
sanctimonia 385 
sanctitas 643 
sane 183, 581 
sanus 376 
sapiens 27 
sapienter 621 
sapientia 192 
sapio 92, 129 
sarcina 491 

satio 584-5 
satisfactio 390 
satius 236 
saturitas 609-10 
saturo 584-5 
saxum 359 
scandalum 113 
scelerosus 662-3 
schisma 189 
scientia 45 

scio 155, 302, 465 
scortator 221 
scortor 231 
scortum 230 
scurrilitas 531 
secreto 534 
sector 295, 576 
secundum 51, 185 
sed 59 

sedeo 309 

seditio 487 
seduco 86, 209 
seductio 603 
seductor 381 
sedulitas 549 
segrego 451, 459 
semel 314 
sementis 407, 409 
semino 407 
sempiternus 29 
sensus 35, 99, 364, 413 
sententia 249, 341 
sentio 92 

seorsim 454 
separo 459 


sepono 329 

sequor 576 

seruio 24 

seruo 47-8, 126 

seruus 151 

sic 71, 168 

sicubi 443 

sicut, sicuti 26, 28, 30, 59, 
103, 149, 323, 355 

sigillum 61, 255 

signaculum 61, 255 

significo 591 

signum 577 

silentium 673 

sileo 311 

similis 112-13 

similiter 98, 283 

similitudo 91 

simplex 182-3 

simul 44, 314 

simulacrum 46, 249, 269 

simulatio 138 

simulo 138, 459 

simultas 509-10 

sine 55 

singulatim 137 

singuli 370 

sino 269 

siquidem 93, 466, 513 

situs 510 

siue 432 

sobrietas 136 

sobrius 136 

societas 189, 383, 395 

socius 127, 271, 341 

solatium 161 

soleo 532 

soliditas 602 

solidus 602 

solitudo 429 

sollicitudo 138, 429 

sollicitus 243-4, 583 

solum 63 

soluo 146 

solutio 242 

species 91 

specto 371 

speculor 363 

sperno 151, 476, 655 

spero 331 

spes 418 

spurcus 529 

stabilio 57, 668 

statuo 57 
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stercus 574-5 
stimulus 328 
stipendium 81 
structura 513 
studeo 138, 637 
studiosius 570 
studium 115, 138 
stultitia 195 
stultus 27, 322, 462 
stuprum 267 
suapte 400-1 
suauitas 381, 531 
sub 53, 64, 87, 224 
subditus 54 

subdo 93 

subdolus 425 
subduco 116-17, 459 
subeo 75 

subiaceo 97 
subiicio 93, 97, 265 
subintro 75 
subintroduco 455 
subintroeo 455 
subleuo 654 
sublimitas 197, 563 
subministratio 404 
subministro 465 
subolesco 418 
subruo 122 
subsidium 295 
substantia 405 
succingo 546-7 
sudor 429, 671 
suffero 258, 269, 419 
sufficiens 584 
sufficientia 358 
suffodio 122 
suffundo 215 

sum 48 

summatim 147 
sumo 459 

super 23, 68, 112 
superabundanter 520 
superabundo 75 
superadultus 246 
superaedifico 207 
superbus 36 
superextendo 417 
supergredior 645 
superimpendo 437 
superinduo 373 
superior 398, 404-5 
supernus 610 
superordino 468 
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superstruo 207 
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superuacaneus 317 

superuestior 373 
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suppedito 408 

suppleo 571 

supporto 419 

supra 32-3, 417 
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suscipio 162, 476-7, 654 
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tabernaculum 371 
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talis 217 

tamen 137 
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tantum 63, 248 
telum 547 
temperans 263-4 
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temporalis 371 
temporarius 371 
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thorax 547 
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velo 364 
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voluntarius 395 
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